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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has held that 

it is not a substitute. 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, in view of the fact that 

there are several Senators who want to discuss at length 
some amendments, I want to submit a unanimous-cQnsent 
request that when the Senate concludes its business tonight 
it shall recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow; that the bill 
be taken up at that hour and that no Senator shall speak 
longer th::m 30 minutes on the bill or longer than 15 min
utes on any amendment to the bill, and that no Senator 
shall speak mere than once on the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. LONG. I object. 
Mr. McCARRAN. I object to the request. 
Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I be permitted to say 

that I have no objection to the request for unanimous con
sent which the Senator has preferred, if he will not include 
the restriction as to speaking more than once. 

Mr. HARRISON. I withdraw that part of the request. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missis

sippi will please state his request in the form he now desires 
to present it. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask unanimous consent that tomorrow 
no Senator shall speak longer than 30 minutes on the bill 
or longer than 15 on any amendment thereto. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, may I inquire what the 
wi~hdrawal of the suggestion that no Senator speak more 
than once means? Does that mean that a. Senator can 
speak 20 times on the bill? 

Mr. HARRISON. No; I think a Senator could not speak 
more than once on any amendment; but I imagine, in view 
of the objection which has been made that a Senator could 
speak more than once in occupying his 30 minutes of time 
on the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I beg pardon. 
Mr. BORAH. A Senator could divide his 30 minutes· to 

suit himself. 
Mr. JOHNSON. I understood that there was objection to 

the request. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 

request of the Senator from Mississippi as now submitted? 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I will ask what the request 

was. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The request was that on 

the convening of the Senate tomorrow, speeches shall be 
limited to 30 minutes on the part of each Senator on the 
bill and 15 minutes on each amendment. 

Mr. LONG. Reserving the right to object, would the Sen
ator from Mississippi permit me to offer an amendment in 
order that it may be printed so as to be available tomorrow 
morning? 

Mr. HARRISON. I have no objection to that whatever. 
Mr. LONG. I present the amendment and a.sk that it 

may be printed and lie on the table. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 

proposed amendment will be received, printed, and lie on 
the table. Is there objection to the request for unanimous 
consent preferred by the Senator from Mississippi? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I think that my amendment 
may be agreed to without much discussion if I may be per
mitted for just a moment to explain it. 

Under the terms of the bill as it is now written the vet
erans of the Spanish-American War who are receiving 
pensions because they have reached the age of 62 years 
cannot when once removed be placed back on the rolls by 
the President; they are out completely and finally. The 
amendment will require that they be kept on the rolls, but 
will permit the President to cut their compensation. 

It seems to me, in view of the rule that has been estab
lished so long in this country, that when a veteran reaches 
the age of 62 years he shall have a service pension, if we 
take the Spanish-American War veterans who are now past 
62 years off the roll, we will simply transfer 90 percent of 
them from the pension roll to the cllarity rolls oi t-he 

country. The amendment I have suggested wm keep them 
on the roll, but will give the President the power to reduce 
their compensation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DILL. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I call the Senator's attention to the 

last words of his amendment: 
But the President may reduce the rate of pension as he may 

deem proper. 

That would mean that he could reduce it to any sum that 
he might deem proper. 

Mr. DILL. Yes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. When we apply the rule of 15 percent 

to other reductions, why should we make a distinction by 
allowing the President to reduce to any amount he might 
see fit or to cut off entirely the pensions received by Spanish .. 
American War veterans? 

Mr. DILL. I thought the President could be trusted in 
this matter, and I did not want to fix a percentage because 
I did not want to get into an argument over it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree .. 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wash
ington. 

Mr. BORAH. One moment, Mr. President. Is it proposed 
to have a vote on this amendment tonight? 

Mr. HARRISON. If there is no objection, I think we 
might vote on it. 

Mr. BORAH. There has been so much conversation car .. 
ried on on the other side that it was impossible to under .. 
stand the discussion and I insist that this matter go over 
until the morning. 

1\fi". HARRISON. Very well. 
ADDITIONAL Bll.LS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 

Mr. COPELAND, by unanimous consent, introduced bills 
and a joint resolution, which were severally read twice by 
their titles and referred as follows: 

A bill (S. 451) to amend section 3 of the act of May 28. 
1928, relating to salary rates of certain civil-service posi .. 
tions; to the Committee on Civil Service. 

A bill (8. 452) for the relief of the owners of cargo laden 
aboard the United States transport Florence Luckenbach on 
or about December 27, 1918; arid 

A bill (8. 453) for the relief of owners of cargo aboard 
the steamship Boxley; to the Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 454) to amend section 24 of the Trading with 
the Enemy Act, as amended; to the Committee on Finance. 

A bill <S. 455) for the rellef of James W. Kelly; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

A bill (S. 456) granting a pension to Juan Lopez; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A joint resolution (S.J .Res. 21) authorizing the erection 
in Washington, D. C., of a monument in memory of Col 
Robert Ingersoll; to the Committee on the Library. 

RECESS 

Mr. HARRISON. I move that the Senate take a reces.CJ 
until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 10 o'clock and 20 
minutes p.m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 15, 1933, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TUESDAY, MARCH 14, 1933 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, DD .. 

offered the following prayer: 
0 ·Father, Lord of heaven and earth, Thou who didst 

build the world in order and the atoms that march in tune, 
condescend to us, we beseech Thee. Enable us to take up 
the labors of these hours with earnest, sincere, and generous 
hearts and minds. Saturate our very breasts with the at
mosphere, light, and courage of patriotic devotion. On the 
altar ·of every heart may there flame forth the spirit of a 
genuine, mutual cooperation; in every way may we protect 
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the claims, just and righteous, of a free people. May the 
golden rule of the Master be the climax of our hopes, the 
height of our· ambitions, and the ideal of what we would 
like to practice. In the silent moments at the close of the 
day let us recognize the voice that has been with us since 
the morning. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal 

clerk, announced that the Senate had ordered that the 
House of Representatives be requested to return to the 
Senate the joint resolution CH.J.Res. 75) entitled "Joint 
resolution to provide for certain expenses incident to the 
first session of the Seventy-third Congress." 

SWEARING IN OF MEMBERS 
Hon. MARTIN A. BRENNAN, of Illinois. and Hon. JosEPH P. 

MoNAGHAN, of Montana, appeared at the bar of the House 
and took the oath of office. 

RULES OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged report 

from the Committee on Rules, and ask for its present 
consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 43 

Resolved, That Rule X of the House o! Representatives be 
amended as follows: 

1. Clause 4: Strike out "23" and insert "25." 
2. Clause 5: Strike out "21" and insert "25." 
3. Clause 6: Strike out "18" and insert "21." 
4. Clause 7: Strike out " 23 " and insert " 25." 
5. Clause 8: Strike out " 23 " and insert "25." 
6. Clause 10: Strike out "23" and insert "25." 
7. Clause 11: Strike out "21 " and insert " 25." 
8. Clause 12: Strike out "21" and insert "25." 
9. Clause 13: Strike o\lt " 21 " and insert " 25." 
10. Clause 14: Strike out " 21 " and .insert " 25." 
11. Clause 19: Strike out " 16 " and insert " 21." 
12. Clause 32: strike out "17" and insert "21." 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from North 
Carolina yield for a question? 

Mr. POU. Certainly. 
Mr. SNELL. As I understand, not being able to tell 

exactly from the reading, these a.re exactly the same changes 
that the gentleman from California [Mr. LEAl gave me this 
morning. 

Mr. POU. Yes. 
Mr. Speaker, I do not care to discuss the resolution. I 

may say that it is in accordance, as I understand it, with 
an agreement reached by both sides of the Chamber, and 
that this resolution is a unanimous report from the Com
mittee on Rules. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
ASSIGNMENT OF MEl'4BERS TO COMMITTEES 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following resolu
tion and move its adoption. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That the following Members be, and they are hereby, 

elected members of the following standing committees of the 
House of Representatives, to wit: 

Accounts: Lindsay Warren (chairman), North Carolina; John 
J. Cochran, Mi8souri; Mell G. Underwood, Ohio; Edward c. 
Moran, Jr., Maine; Sterling P. Strong, Texas; Charles Kramer, Cal1-
forn1a; Edwin M. Schaefer. Illinois. 

Agriculture: Marvin Jones (chairman), Texas; Hampton P. 
Fulmer, South Carol1na; Wall Doxey, Mississippi; D. D. Glover, 
Arkansas; John R. Mitchell, Tennessee; Cap R. Carden, Kentucky; 
John W. Flanagan, Jr., V1rgin1a; Harry P. Beam, Illinois; James G. 
Polk, Ohio; Richard M. Kleberg, Texas; Fred Cummings, Colorado; 
Frank H. Buck, California; John G. Utterback, Maine; Walter M. 
Pierce, Oregon; Fred Biermann, Iowa; George Foulkes, Michigan; 
Einar Hoidale, Minnesota; Lincoln L. McCandless, Hawaii. 

Appropriations: James P. Buchanan (chairman), Texas; Ed
ward T. Taylor, Colorado; William B. Oliver, Alabama; Anthony 
J. Griffin, New York; John N. Sandlin, Louisiana; William A. Ayres, 
Kansas; Ross A. Collins, Mississippi; W1111am W. Hastings, Okla
homa; Clarence Cannon, Missouri; Clifton A. Woodrum, Virginia; 
William W. Arnold, Dlinois; John J. Boylan, New York; Tilman 
B. Parks, Arkansas; Charles L. Abernethy, North Carolina; Louis 
Ludlow, Indiana; William J. Granfield, Massachusetts; Thomas L. 
Blanton, Texas; Michael J. Hart, Michigan; Thomas s. McM111an. 

South Carolina; Glover H. Cary, Kentucky; Bernard M. Jacobsen, 
Iowa. 

Banking and CUrrency: Henry B. Steagall (chairman), Alabama; 
Charles H. Brand, Georgia; T. Alan Goldsborough, Maryland; 
Anning S. Prall, New York; Jeff Busby, Mississippi; Michael K. 
Rellly, Wisconsin; Frank Hancock, North Carolina; Clyde Williams, 
Missouri; Wesley E. Disney, Oklahoma; 0. H. Cross, Texas; Brent 
Spence, Kentucky; Denver S. Church, California; Prentiss M. 
Brown, Michigan; Fred J. Sisson, New York; James I. Farley, Indi
ana; James A. Meeks, Illinois; Herman P. Kopplemann, Con
necticut. 

Census: Ralph F. Lozier (chairman), Missouri; John E. Rankin, 
Mississippi; John H. Kerr, North Carolina; William H. Larrabee. 
Indiana; WUliam L. Fiesinger, Ohio; Lynn S. Hornor, West Vir
ginia; Edward H. Crump, Tennessee; Brooks Fletcher, Ohio; J. Mark 
Wilcox, Florida; Sterling P. Strong, Tell.M; Cleveland Dear, Lou1-
siana; Martin A. Brennan, lllinois; Finley Hamilton, Kentucky; 
Matthew A. Dunn, Pennsylvania; W. M. Colmer, Mississippi. 

Civil Service: Lamar Jeffers (chairman), Alabama; William L 
Sirovich, New York; Robert Ramspeck, Georgia; Russell Ellzey, 
Mississippi; Edward C. Eicher, Iowa; Jennings Randolph, West 
Virginia; John D. Dingell, Michigan; Frank Gillespie, lllinois; 
Robert T. Secrest, Ohio; Wilbur L. Adams, Delaware; John Fitz
gibbons, New York; Francis E. Walter, Pennsylvania; Virginia E. 
Jenckes, Indiana; Cleveland Dear, Louisiana; F. H. Shoemaker, 
Minnesota. 

Claims: Loring M. Black, Jr. (chairman), New York; J. Bayard 
Clark, North Carolina; Robert Ramspeck, Georgia; Samuel Dick
stein, New York; Fletcher B. Swank, Oklahoma; Russell Ellzey, 
Mississippi; Ambrose J. Kennedy, Maryland; William R. Thom, 
Ohio; John Young Brown, Kentucky; Martin F. Smith, Wash
ington; William T. Schulte, Indiana; Thomas J. O'Brien, illinois; 
E. M. Owen, Georgia; Edward C. Eicher, Iowa; Francis E. Walter, 
Pennsylvania. 

Coinage, Weights, and Measures: Andrew L. Somers (chairman) , 
New York; John J. Douglass, Massachusetts; Bolivar E. Kemp, 
Louisiana; John J. Cochran, Missouri; William H. Larrabee, In
diana; William L. Fiesinger, Ohio; Martin Dies, Texas; Fletcher B. 
Swank, Oklahoma; Compton I. White, Idaho; Edward R. Burke, 
Nebraska; J. Leroy Adair, lllinois; Abe Murdock, Utah; Terry 
M. Carpenter, Nebraska; W11llam M. Berlin, Pennsylvania; James 
G. Scrugham, Nevada. 

Disposition of Useless Executive Papers: Robert A. Green (chair
man) , Florida. 

District of Columbia: Mary T. Norton (chairman), New Jersey; 
Vincent L. Palmisano, Maryland; Wright Patman, Texas; Loring 
M. Black, Jr., New York; J. Bayard Clark, North Carolina; Lynn S. 
Hornor, West Virginia; Byron B. Harlan, Ohio; Ambrose J. Ken
nedy, Maryland; Thomas J. O'Brien, illinois; Carl M. Weideman, 
Michigan; E. M. Owen, Georgia; Jennings Randolph, West Virginia; 
Virginia Jenckes, Indiana. 

Education: John J. Douglass (cha.irman), Massachusetts; Lor
ing M. mack, Jr., New York; Vincent L. Palmisano, Maryland; Rene 
L. DeRouen, Louisiana; Martin J. Kennedy, New York; Wllliam H. 
Larrabee, Indiana; Russell Ellzey, Mississippi; Brooks Fletcher, 
Ohio; Martin A. Brennan, Tiltnois; Braswell Deen, Georgia; Joseph 
W. Bailey, Jr .. Texas; James Hughes, Wisconsin; William M. Berlin, 
Pennsylvania; John Lesinski, Michigan. 

Election of President, Vice President, and Representatives in 
Congress: Patrick J. Carley (chairman), New York; Lamar Jeffers, 
Alabama; Ralph F. Lozier, Missouri; Wilburn Cartwright, Okla
homa; Brooks Fletcher, Ohio; Kathryn O'Loughlin McCarthy, 
Kansas; J. Leroy Adair, Illinois; Henry Arens, Minnesota. 

Elections No. 1: J. Bayard Clark (chairman), North Carolina; 
Claude A. Fuller, Arkansas; Homer C. Parker, Georgia; Joseph W. 
Bailey, Jr., Texas; Cleveland Dear, Louisiana; Martin A. Brennan, 
lllinois. 

Elections No. 2: Joseph A. Gavagan (chairman), New York; 
John J. Douglass, Massachusetts; Edward R. Burke, Nebraska; 
Walter Nesbit, lllinois; William B. Umstead, North Carolina; Ray
mond J. Cannon, Wisconsin. 

Elections No.3: John H. Kerr (chairman), North Carolina; John 
McDuffie, Alabama; Ben Cravens, Arkansas; Alfred F. Beiter, New 
York; Lawrence E. Imhoff, Ohio; E. M. Owen, Georgia. 

Enrolled B1lls: Claude V. Parsons (chairman), illinois; James 
J. Lanzetta, New York; Charles J. Colden, California; Charles N. 
Crosby, Pennsylvania; Albert C. Willford, Iowa. 

Expenditures in the Executive Departments: john J. Cochran 
(chairman), Missouri; Allard H. Gasque, South Carolina; Riley J. 
Wilson, Louisiana; Wlll1am. M. Whittington, Mississippi; Glenn 
Griswold, lndt.ana; Lindsay C. Warren; North Carolina; Wlll1am R. 
Thom, Ohio; Randolph Carpenter, Kansas; J. Twing Brooks, Penn
sylvania; Edwin M. Schaefer, lllinois; ·Francis E. Walter, Pennsyl
vania; Edward C. Eicher, Iowa; A. Wlllis Robertson, Virginia; 
Wilbur L. Adams, Delaware; Joseph W. Bailey, Jr., Texas. 

Flood Control: Riley J. Wilson (chairman), Louisiana; William 
M. Whittington, Mississippi; Fletcher B. Swank, Oklahoma; Glenn 
Griswold, Indiana; ~ward H. Crump, Tennessee; Homer C. Parker, 
Georgia; Joe H. Eagle, Texas; Ben Cravens, Arkansas; Edward R. 
Burke, Nebraska; J. R. Claiborne. Missouri; Cleveland Dear, Lou
isiana; Otha D. Wearin, Iowa; Edwin M. Schaefer, illinois; Monrad 
C. Wallgren, Washington; Ernest Lundeen, Minnesota. 

Foreign A.trairs: Sam D. McReynolds (chairman), Tennessee; 
Sol Bloom, New York; Luther A. Johnson, Texas; J. Walter Lam
beth, North Carolina; Stephen A. Rudd, New York; Bryant T. 
Castellaw, Georgia; Finly H. Gray, Indiana; John A. Martin, Colo-
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rado; Frank L. Kloeb, Ohlo; MlTiard P. Caldwen, Florida; William 
E. Richardson, Pennsylvania; Thomas P. Ford, California; John 
Kee, West Virginia; Guy M. Gillette. Iowa; Charles W. Henney, 
Wisconsin. 

Immigration and Naturalization: Samuel Dickstein (chairman), 
New York; John H. Kerr, North Carolina; Lamar Jeffers, Alabama; 
Mell G. Undarwood; Ohio; Vincent L. Palmisano, Maryland; Eugene 
B. Crowe, Indiana; Martin Dies, Texas; Joe H. Eagle, Texas; W. M. 
Colmer, Mississippi; Carl M. Weideman. Michigan; A. WUlis Robert
son. Virginia; E. M. Owen. Georgia; William T. Schulte, India.na; 
James J. Lanzetta, New York; Ch&rles Kramer, California; Lincoln 
L. McCandless, Hawaii. 

Indian Affairs: Edgar Howard (chairman) , Nebraska; Wilburn 
Cartwright, Oklahoma; Joe L. Smith, West Virginia; Samuel Dick
stein, New York; Dennis Chavez, New Mexico; WJ.ll Rogers. Okla
homa; Roy E. Ayers. Montana; Thomas O'Malley, Wisconsin; Henry 
E. Stubbs. California; Randolph Carpenter, Kansas; Knute Hill. 
Washington; Abe Murdock, Utah; Theo. B. Werner, South Dakota; 
Frank H. Lee, Missouri; Ernest Lundeen, Minnesota; Anthony J. 
Dimond, Alaska. . 

Insular Affairs: John McDu.file (chairman), Alabama; Joe L. 
Smith, West Virginia; Ralph F. Lozier, Missouri; Wilburn cart
wright, Oklahoma; John D. DingeU. Michigan; Leo Kocialkowski, 
Illinois; Charles Kramer, California; Robert T. Secrest, Ohio; 
Kathryn O'Loughlin McCarthy, Kansas; A. Willis Robertson, Vir
ginia; John Young Brown, Kentucky; James J. Lanzetta, New 
York; J. Buell Snyder, Pennsylvania; James G. Scrugham, Nevada; 
F. H. Shoemaker, Minnesota. 

Interstate and Foreign Commerce: Sam Rayburn (chairman), 
Texas; George Huddleston, Alabama; Clarence F. Lea, California; 
Robert Crosser, Ohio; Parker Corning, New York; Jacob L. Milligan. 
Missouri; Alfred L. Bulwin.kle, North Carolina; V~rgil Chapman, 
Kentucky; Paul H. Maloney, Louisiana; William P. Cole, Jr., Mary
land; Samuel B. Pettengill, Indiana; Edward A. Kelly, Illinois; 
E. W. Marland, Oklahoma; Edward A. Kenney, New Jersey; George 
G. Sadowski, Michigan; Joseph P. Monaghan, Montana; Francls T. 
Maloney, Connecticut. 

Invalid pensions: Mell G. Underwood (chairman), Ohio; Ralph 
F. Lozier, Missouri; Andrew L. Somers, New York; Joe L. Smith. 
West Virginia; Edgar Howard, Nebraska; Kent E. Keller, Illtnois; 
Martin J. Kennedy, New York; J. Buell Snyder, Pennsylvania; Ed
ward C. Eicher, Iowa; Theo. B. Werner, South Dakota; Finley 
Hamilton, Kentucky; George E. Dm::gan, Indiana; John Lesinski, 
Michigan; Robert L. Ramsay, West Virginia; F. H. Shoemaker, 
Minnesota. 

Irrigation and reclamation: Dennis Chavez (chairman), New Mex
ico; Miles C. Allgood, Alabama; Allard H. Gasque, South Carolina; 
Charles H. Martin, Oregon; Terry M. Carpenter, Nebraska; Compton 
I. White, Idaho; Roy E. Ayers, Montana; Knute Hill, Washington; 
Henry E. Stubbs, California; Claude E. Cady, Michigan; James G. 
Scrugham, Nevada; J. W. Robinson. Utah; Joseph W. Bailey, Jr., 
Texas; J. Hardin Peterson. Florida; Theo. B. Werner, South Dakota. 

Judiciary: Hatton W. Sumners (chairman), Texas; Andrew J. 
Montague, Virginia; Tom D. McKeown, Oklahoma; Gordon Brown
ing, Tennessee; Emanuel Celler, New York; Frank Oliver, New 
York; William V. Gregory, Kentucky; Malcolm C. Tarver, Georgia; 
Francis B. Condon, Rhode Island; Zebulon Weaver, North Carolina; 
J. Earl Major, Illinois; John E. Miller, Arkansas; Arthur D. Healey, 
Massachusetts; Warren J. Dmfey, Ohio; James E. Rumn, Missouri; 
Lawrence Lewis, Colorado; John C. Lehr, Michigan. 

Labor: William P. Connery, Jr. (chairman), Massachusetts; Mary 
T. Norton, New Jersey; Robert Ramspeck, Georgia; Ma.rt!n J. Ken
nedy, New York; Glenn Griswold, Indiana; Kent E. Keller, lllinols; 
Russell Ellzey, Misstsslppt; John Fitzgibbons, New York; Matthew 
A. Dunn, Pennsylvania; Reuben T. Wood, Missouri; Jennings Ran
dolph, West Virginia; James Hughes, Wisconsin; Walter Nesbit, 
lllinois; John Lesinski, Michigan; Ernest Lundeen, Mi.nnesota. 

Library: Kent E. Keller (chairman), Illinois; Lindsay C. War
ren, North Carol!na; Robert T. Seorest, Ohio. 

Memorials: John H. Morehead (chairman), Nebraska; Mary T. 
Norton, New Jersey. 

Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries: Schuyler Otis Bland 
(chairman), Virginia; Clay Stone Brig~. Texas; George W. Lind
say, New York; Oscar L. Auf der Heide, New Jersey; Bolivar E. 
Kemp, Louisiana; WilUam I. Sirovich, New York; Robert Ramspeck, 
Georgia; Ambrose J. Kennedy, Maryland; Charles N. Crosby, Penn
sylvania; A. C. Willford, Iowa; Monrad. C. Wallgren, Washington; 
Lawrence E. Im}J.off, Ohio; John Young Brown, Kentucky; Edward 
C. Moran, Jr., Maine; Wllllam B. Umstead, North Carolina; Llncoln 
L. McCandless, Hawall; Anthony J . Dimond, Alaska. 

Military Affairs: John J. McSwain (chairman), South Carolina.; 
Lister Hill, Alabama; James M. Fitzpatrick, New York; Jed John
son, Oklahoma; Numa F. Montet, Louisiana; Andrew J. May, Ken
tucky; R. Ewing Thomason. Texas; W11Uam. N. Rogers, New Hamp
shire; Thomas C. Cofil.n, Idaho; Chester Thompson, Ill1nois; Dow W. 
Harter, Ohio; Wesley Lloyd, Washington; Charles I. Fadcils, Penn
sylvania; Clarence W. Turner, Tennessee; Richard M. Duncan, Mis
souri; Theodore A. Peyser, New York; Paul J. Kvale. Minnesota; 
Lincoln L. McCandless. Hawa.11. 

Mines and Mining: Joe L. Smith (chairman), West Virginia; 
Andrew L. Somers, New York; Lynn S. Hornor, West Virginia; Ben 
Cravens, Arkansas; Virginia E. Jenckes, Indiana; Finley Hamilton. 
Kentucky; Abe Murdock, Utah~ Frank H. Lee. Missouri~ Will1am M. 
Berlin, Pennsylvania; Frank Gillespie, llllnols; J. Hardin Peterson, 
Florida; Will Rogers, Oklahoma; William R. Thorn, Ohio; ~d F. 
Beiter, New York; Anthony J. Dimond. Alaska. 

Naval Afl'alrs: Carl Vi.nsoD (chairman), Georgia; Patrick Henry 
Drewry, Virginia; Stephen W. Gambrill, Ma.ryland.; John J. De-

laney, New York; Frank C. Xnlffin, Ohio; Joachim 0. Fernandez, 
Louisiana; Patrick J. Boland. Pennsylvania; Leonard W. Schuetz, 
Dllnois; W11liam H. SUtphin, New Jersey; Joseph B. Shannon, Mis
souri; William J. Sears, Florida; John J. McGrath, California; Col
gate W. Darden, Jr .. Virglnia; W. D. McFarlane, Texas; John H. 
Burke, California; Marion A. Zioncheck, Washington; John M. 
O'Connell, Rhode Island; Lincoln L. McCandless, Hawaii. 

Patents: William I. Sirovich (chairman), New York; Fritz 
G. Lanham. Texas; Charles V. Truax, Ohio; George R. Dur
gan. Indiana; Braswell Deen, Georgia; Thomas O'Malley, Wis
consin; Robert L. Ramsay, West Virginia; Matthew A. Dunn, Penn
sylvania; J. Leroy Adair, Illinois; James P. Richards. South Caro
lina; Charles J. Colden, California; John D. DingeU. Michigan; 
--- ---; ------; Henry Arens, Minnesota. 

Pensions: Allard H. Gasque (chairman), South Carolina; Pat
rick J. Carley, New York; Edward B. Almon, Alabama; Riley 
J. Wilson, Louisiana; Will Rogers, Oklahoma; Sterling P. Strong, 
Texas; Raymond J. Cannon, Wisconsin; Martin F. Smith, Wash
ington; John H. Hoeppel, California; Thomas J. O'Brien, llli
nois; Will1am. T. Schulte, Indiana; Reuben T. Wood, Missouri; Fred 
H. Hildebrandt, South Dakota.; Twing Brooks, Pennsylvania; 
Charles V. Truax, Ohio. 

The Post Office and Post Roads: James M. Mead (chairman), 
New York; Milton A. Romjue, Missouri; John H. Morehead, Ne
braska; William F. Brunner, New York; Harry L. Haines, Penn
sylvania; John S. Wood, Georgia; Thomas G. Burch, Virginia; 
Arthur P. Lamneck, Ohio; Martin L. Sweeney, Ohio; George W. 
Johnson, West Virginia; Elmer E. Studley, New York; George B. 
Terrell, Texas; Hany W. Musselwhite, Michigan; John C. Taylor, 
South Carolina; D. C. Dobbins, Illinois; John F. DockweUer, Cali
fornia; Magnus Johnson, Minnesota; Lincoln L. McCandless, 
Hawau. 

Printing: J. Walter Lambeth (chairman), Nort.h Carolina; Pat
rick J. Carley, New York. 

Public Buildings and Grounds: Fritz G. Lanham (chairman), 
Texas; Edward B. Almon, Alabama; John H. Kerr, North Carolina; 
Eugene B. Crowe, Indiana; Ben Cravens, Arkansas; Otha D. 
Wearin, Iowa; Claude E. Cady, Michigan; Wilbur L. Adams, Dela
ware; Kathryn O'Loughlin McCarthy, Kansas; Stephen M. Young, 
Ohio; Robert L. Ramsay, West Virginia; J. Mark Wilcox, Florida; 
Edward R. Burke, Nebraska; Leo Kocialkowski, lllinois; J. Buell 
Snyder, Pennsylvania. 

Public Lands: Rene L. DeRouen (chairman), Louisiana; Claude 
A. Fuller, Arkansas; Fletcher B. Swank, Oklahoma; Dennis Chavez, 
New Mexico; Fritz G. Lanham, Texas; J. W. Robinson. Utah; 
George R. Durgan, Indiana; Roy E. Ayers, Montana; ~ute Hill, 
Washington; Claude E. Cady, Michigan; Otha D. Wearm, Iowa; 
Fred H. Hildebrandt, South Dakota; Compton I. White, Idaho; 
Henry E. Stubbs, California; J. Hardin Peterson. Florida; Lincoln L. 
McCandless, Hawaii; Anthony J. Dimond, Alaska. 

Revision of the Laws: Byron B. Harlan (chairman), Ohio; 
Will1am P. Connery, Jr., Massachusetts; Samuel Dickstein, New 
York; Raymond J. Cannon, Wisconsin; J. R. Claiborne, Missouri; 
Charles N. Crosby, Pennsylvania; Leo Kocialkowski, Illinois; J. 
Mark Wilcox, Florida. 

Rivers and Harbors: Joseph J. Mansfield (chairman) , Texas; 
John McDuffie, Alabama; Joseph A. Gavagan, New York; Rene L. 
DeRouen. Louisiana; Charles H. Martin. Oregon; William L. 
Fiesinger, Ohio; Martin Dies, Texas; Robert A. Green. Florida; 
Claude V. Parsons, I!llnois; Edward H. Crump, Tennessee; Homer 
C. Parker, Georgia; James Hughes, Wisconsin; W. M. Colmer, 
Mississippi~ J. R. Claiborne, Missouri; Charles J. Colden. California; 
Alfred F. Belter, New York; Martin F. Smith, Washington. 

Roads: Edward B. Almon (chairman), Alabama; Bolivar E. 
Kemp, Louisiana; Lindsay C. Warren, North Carolina; Wilburn 
Cartwright, Oklahoma; Claude A. Fuller, Arkansas; William M. 
Whittington. Mississippi; Wright Patman, Texas; Charles H. Mar
tin, Oregon; Thomas O'Malley, Wisconsin; Terry M. Carpenter, 
Nebraska; Monrad C. Wallgren, Washington; Finley Hamilton. 
Kentucky; F. H. Lee, Missouri; J. Will Robinson. Utah; Martin A. 
Brennan. illinois. 

Territories: Bollvar E. Kemp (chairman), Louisiana; John E. 
Rankin, Mississippi; John McDuffie, Alabama; Robert A. Green. 
Florida; John J~ Douglass, Massachusetts; Eugene B. Crowe, Indi
ana; Claude V. Parsons, illinois; Raymond J. Cannon, Wisconsin; 
Charles V. Truax. Ohio; Fred H. Hildebrandt, South Dakota; John 
Fitzgibbons, New York; Sterling P. Strong, Texas; J. Twing Brooks, 
Pennsylvania; Carl M. Weideman. Michigan; Henry Arens, Minne
sota; Lincoln L. McCandless, Hawaii; Anthony J. Dimond. Alaska. 

War Claims: Miles C. Allgood (chairman), Alabama; Wilburn 
Cartwright, Oklahoma; Joseph A. Gavagan, New York; John H. 
Hoeppel, California; Alfred F. Beiter, New York; Lawrence E. 
Imhoff, Ohio; A. C. Will!ord. Iowa; Frank Gillespie, lllinois; James 
p. Richards, South Carolina; Braswell Deen, Georgia; William B. 
Umstead, North Carolina; Reuben T. Wood, Missouri; Stephen M. 
Young, Ohio; Robert L. Ramsay, West Virglnia; --- ---. 

World War Veterans' Legislation: John E. Rankin (cha.irma.n). 
Mississippi; Lamar Jeffers, Alabama; William P. Connery, Jr., Mas
sachusetts; Mary T. Norton, New Jersey; Edgar Howard, Nebras~a; 
Wright Patman, Texas; Claude A. Fuller, Arkansas; Glenn Gr!-8-
wold, Indiana; Joe H. Eagle, Texas; Stephen M. Young, Ohio; 
Walter Nesbit, Illinois; Edward C. Moran, Jr., Maine; James P. 
Richards, South Carolina; Randolph carpenter, Kansas; John H. 
Hoeppel, California. 

Mr. BLANTON (interrupting the reading of the resolu
tion). Mr. Speaker, the· further reading of this long list, 
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with which we are an familiar, is useless. I ask unanhnous 
consent that its further reading be dispensed with and that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there oQjection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I present a resolution which 

is a partial list of minority members of committees and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 45 

Resolved, That the following Members be, and they are hereby, 
elected to the standing committees of the House, to wit: 

Ways and Means: Allen Treadway, Massachusetts; Isaac Bach
arach, New Jersey; Henry W. Watson, Pennsylvania; Frank Crow
ther, New York; James A. Frear, Wisconsin; Harold Knutson, 
Minnesota; Daniel A. Reed, New York; Roy 0. Woodruff, Michigan; 
Thomas A. Jenkins, Ohio; William E. Evans, California. 

Agriculture: John D. Clarke, New York; Clifford R. Hope, Kan
sas; J. Roland Kinzer, Pennsylvania; Gerald J. Boileau, Wiscon
sin; Fred C. Gilchrist, Iowa; Ray P. Chase, Minnesota; Charles W. 
Tobey, New Hampshire; L. T. Marshall, Ohio. 

Appropriations: John Taber, New York; Robert L. Bacon, New 
York; Richard B. Wigglesworth, Massachusetts; James H. Sinclair, 
North Dakota; Clarence J. McLeod, Michigan; Lloyd Thurston, 
Iowa; Mrs. Florence P. Kahn, California; John T. Buckbee, illinois; 
J. Howard Swick, Pennsylvania; Chester C. Bolton, Ohio; W. P. 
Lambertson, Kansas; Edward W. Goss, Connecticut; D. Lane 
Powers, New Jersey; J. William Ditter, Pennsylvania. 

Banking and Currency: Robert Luce, Massachusetts; Carroll L. 
Beedy, Maine; Edward L. Stokes, Pennsylvania; John B. Hollister, 
Ohio; Jesse P. Wolcott, Michigan; Peter A. Cavicchla, New Jersey; 
James W. Wadsworth, New York; James Simpson, Jr., Illinois. 

Foreign Affairs: Hamilton Fish, Jr., New York; Joseph W. Martin, 
Jr., Massachusetts; Charles A. Eaton, New Jersey; George Holden 
Tinkham, Massachusetts; George F. Brumm, Pennsylvania; Leo E. 
Allen, llllnois; George Burnham, California; Charles M. Bakewell, 
Connecticut. 

Interstate and Foreign Commerce: James S. Parker, New York; 
John G. Cooper, Ohio; Carl E. Mapes, Michigan; Charles A. Wolver
ton, New Jersey; James Wolfenden, Pennsylvania; Pehr G. Holmes, 
Massachusetts; Schuyler Merritt, Connecticut; B. Carroll Reece, 
Tennessee. 

Judiciary: J. Banks Kurtz, Pennsylvania; Cassius C. Dowell, Iowa; 
Randolph Perkins, New Jersey; Joseph L. Hooper, Michigan; U. S. 
Guyer, Kansas; Clarence E. Hancock, New York; James M. Beck, 
Pennsylvania; William E. Hess, Ohio. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman 
from New York a question? 

I would like to know whether or not the former chairman 
of the Committee on Banking and Currency [Mr. McFAD
DEN J is still a member of the Committee of the Whole House 

• on the state of the Union? 
Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I am not yielding for any state

ment of that sort. I move the adoption of the resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

EXPENSES OF THE FIRST SESSION OF THE SEVENTY -THIRD CONGRESS 
The SPEAKER; The Chair lays before the House the fol

lowing request from the Senate of the United States. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
March 13, 1933. 

Ordered, That the House of Representatives be requested to re
turn to the Senate the joint resolution (H.J.Res. 75) entitled 
"Joint resolution to provide for certain expenses incident to the 
first session of the Seventy-third Congress." 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the request of the 
.Senate will be agreed to. 

There was no objection. 
ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to announce that 
there will be a meeting of the Ways and Means Committee 
immediately in the committee room in the Capitol. 

RECESS 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House stand 
in recess subject to the call of the Speaker, the Members to 
be notified 15 minutes in advance by the ringing of the 
bells. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, may I inquire of the gentleman 
if there has been a change in his request in any way? 

Mr. BYRNS. No; I have simply asked that the House 
stand in recess subject to the call of the Speaker, and that 
the Members be notified 15 minutes in advance by the ring
ing of the bells. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Accordingly (at 12: 17 p.m.) the House stood in recess 

subject to the call of the Chair. 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, at 12:47 p.m .. the House was 
called to order by the Speaker. 

THE BEER BILL 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 

the immediate consideration of the bill (H.R. 3341) to pro
vide revenue by taxation of certain nonintoxicating liquor, 
and for other purposes, and that general debate be limited 
to 3 hours., one half to be controlled by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CULLEN] and the other half by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY], and that 
at the conclusion of general debate the previous question be 
considered as ordered. 

Mr. RAGON. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
and I shall not object, it is understood that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CULLEN], in favor of the bill, will yield 
half of his time to me in. opposition to the bill and that the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY] will yield 
half of his time to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CROWTHER]. I simply want to confirm this agreement. 

Mr. ·cULLEN. That has been agreed upon, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, supplementing what the 

gentleman from Arkansas has just said, let me add that the 
time allotted to this side being controlled by myself, I shall 
yield one half of it to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CROWTHER] .in order that he may recognize such Republican 
Members as want to oppose the bill, and I shall recognize 
Republican Members who want to speak in favor of the bill. 

Mr. CULLEN. There is no objection to that, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob

ject, if this bill could be stopped by objecting to the unani
mous-consent request at this time, it would be stopped. I 
would unhesitatingly object and stop it. I realize, however, 
that you could not stop it by objecting to the request. It 
would be promptly called up under a rule, for I realize that 
the Rules Committee is now functioning, and they would 
have a rule here in 15 minutes making it in order, and prob
ably giving us only 20 minutes to the side for debate, while 
we will get 3 hours for general debate under the present 
unanimous-consent request. Since half of the time is given 
to those opposing the bill, I shall not throw any monkey 
wrench into the procedure, because I realize this bill can
not be stopped. The time on our side against the bill is to 
be controlled by the gentleman from Arkansas, who has 
agreed t:> distribute his time to opponents of the bill, and it 
is understood by the gentleman from New York that the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. RAGON] may distribute the 
one fourth of the time allowed him. Is not that true? 

Mr. CULLEN. That is right. 
Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Arkansas has 

promised me time, and under the circumstances I shall not 
object, as an objection would avail nothing. I realize full 
well that it is ordained here by the powers that be that this 
beer bill is to be passed in the House today. Debate on it 
will not change a vote. But before this bill passes, that will 
inflict beer saloons again upon the country, we who oppose 
saloons must have the opportunity of placing in the RECORD 
our everlasting condemnation of them. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob
ject, have the Members in control of this bill considered this 
situation, which is parallel with the way the economy bill 
was handled the other day? The time is being divided 
equally between those in favor of the bill and those opposed 
to the bill, while probably two thirds, if not three fourths, 



374 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MARCH 14 
of the Members are fn favor of the bill. I submit a fair 
division of the time would be that 1 hour on this side be 
yielded to those in favor of the bill and one half hour to 
those opposed to the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is not in accordance with the rules 
of debate. There must be an equal division of time. It has 
been agreed that the 3 hours are to be equally divided, 1 
hour and 30 minutes to be used by those favoring the bill 
and one hour and a half to be used by those opposing the 
bill. I would not agree to any arrangement other than an 
equal division of time. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Commit

tee on Ways and Means, I report .the bill (H.R. 3341) to 
provide revenue by the taxation of certain nonintoxicating 
liquor, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the bill as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc. That (a) there shall be levied and collected 

on all beer, lager beer, ale, porter, and other similar fermented 
liquor, containing one hal! of 1 percent or more of alcohol by 
volume, and not more than 3.2 percent of alcohol by weight, 
brewed or manufactured, and, on or after the effective date of 
this act, sold, or removed for consumption or sale, within the 
United States by whatever name such liquors may be called, a 
tax of $5 for every barrel containing not more than 31 gallons, 
and at a like rate for any other quantity or for the fractional 
parts of a barrel authorized and defined by law, to be collected 
under the provisions of existing law. The tax imposed by this 
section upon any beverage shall, if any tax is now imposed thereon 
by law, be in lieu of such tax from the time the tax imposed by 
this section takes effect. Nothing in this section shall in any 
manner affect the internal-revenue tax on beer, lager b~er, ale, 
porter, or other similar fermented liquor containing more than 
3.2 percent of alcohol by weight or less than one half of 1 per
cent of alcohol by volume. As used in this section the term 
" United States " includes only the States, the Territories of 
Alaska and Hawaii, and the District of Columbia. 

(b) Paragraph " First " of section 3244 of the Revised Statutes 
(U.S.C., title 26, sec. 202) is amended to read as follows: 

"First. Brewers shall pay $1,000 in respect of each brewery. 
Every person who manufactures fermented liquors of any name or 
description for sale, from malt, wholly or in part, or from any 
substitute therefor, containing one half of 1 percent or more of 
alcohol by volume, shall be deemed a brewer." 

(c) All special tax and administrative provisions of the internal
revenue laws in respect of beer, ale, porter, or other similar fer
mented liquor shall be applicable in respect of the liquor taxable 
under subsection (a). 

SEc. 2. The following pE>rtions of the National Prohibition Act, 
as amended and supplemented, in so far as they relate to beer, 
ale, porter, or other similar fermented liquor, are hereby repealed; 

(a) The second paragraph of section 37 of title II (U.S.C., title 
27, sec. 58). 

(b) The fourth or last paragraph of section 37 of title n (U.S.C., 
title 27, sec. 60). 

SEc. 3. (a) Nothing in the National Prohibition Act, as amended 
and supplemented, shall apply to any of the following, or to any 
act or failure to act in respect of any of the following, containing 
not more than 3.2 percent of alcohol by weight: beer, ale, porter, 
or other s1milar fermented liquor; but the National Prohibition 
Act, as amended and supplemented, shall apply to any of the 
foregoing, or to any act or failure to act in respect of any of the 
foregoing, contained in bottles, casks·, barrels, kegs, or other con
tainers, not labeled and seal-ed as may be prescribed by regulations. 

(b) The following acts and parts of acts shall be subject to a 
like limitation as to their application: 

(1) The act entitled "An act to prohibit the sale, manufacture, 
and importation of intoxicating liquors in the Territory of Hawaii 
during the period of the war, except as hereinafter provided," 
approved May 23, 1918 (U.S.C., title -!8, sec. 520); 

(2) Section 2 of the act entitled "An act to provide a civil 
government for Puerto Rico, and for other purposes," approved 
March 2, 1917; 

(3) The act entitled "An act to prohibit the manufacture or 
sale of alcoholic liquors in tae Territory of Alaska, and for other 
purposes," approved February 14, 1917 (U.S.C., title 48, sees. 261 
to 291, both inclusive). 

(c) Nothing 1n section 5 of the act entitled "An act making 
appropriations for the service of the Post Office Department for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1918, and for other purposes," ap
proved March 3, 1917, as amended and supplemented (U.S.C., 
title 18, sec. 341; supp. VI, title 18, sec. 341), shall prohibit the 
deposit in or carriage by the mails of the United States, or the 
delivery by any postmaster or letter carrier, of any mail matter 
containing any advertisement of, or any solicitation of an order 
or orders for, any of the following conta1ning not more than 3.2 
percent of alcohol by weight: beer, ale, porter, or other similar 
fermented liquor. 

SEc. 4. (a) The manufacturer for sale o! beer, ale, porter, or 
other similar fermented liquor, containing one half of 1 percent 

of alcohol by volume and nat more than 3.2 percent of alcohol 
by weight, shall, before engaging in business, secure a permit 
authorizing him to engage in such manufacture, which permit 
shall be obtained in the same manner as a permit under the 
National Prohibition Act, as amended and supplemented, to manu
facture intoxicating liquor, and be subject to all the provisions of 
law relating to such a permit. Such permit may be issued to a 
manufacturer for sale of any such fermented liquor, containing 
less than one half of 1 percent of alcohol by volume, if he desires 
to take advantage of the provisions of paragraph (2) of subsection 
(b) of this section. No permit shall be issued under this section 
for the manufacture of fermented liquor in any State, Territory, 
or the District of Columbia, or political subdivision of any State 
or Territory, if such manufacture is prohibited by the law thereof. 

(b) (1) Such permit shall specify a maximum alcoholic content 
permissible for such fermented liquor at the time of withdrawal 
from the factory or other disposition, which shall not be greater 
than ·3.2 percent of alcohol by weight, nor greater than the maxi
mum alcoholic content permissible under the law of the State, 
Territory, or the District of Columbia, or the political subdivision 
of a State or Territory, in which such liquor is manufactured. 

(2) In such permit may be included permission to develop in 
the manufacture of such fermented liquor by the usual methods 
of fermentation or otherwise a liquid such as beer, ale, or porter, 
of an alcoholic content in excess of the maximum specifled in the 
permit; but before any such liquid is withdrawn from the factory 
or otherwise disposed of the alcoholic content shall, if in excess of 
the maximum specified in the permit, be reduced, under such regu
lations as may be prescribed, to or below such maximum; but such 
liquid may be removed and transported, under bond and under 
such regulations as may be prescribed, from one bonded plant or 
warehouse to another for the purpose of having the percentage of 
alcohol reduced to the maximum specified in the permit by 
dilution or extraction. The alcohol removed from such liquid, if 
evaporated, and not condensed and saved, shall not be subject to 
tax; if saved, it shall be subject to the same law as other alcoholic 
liquors. 

(3) In any case where the manufacturer is charged with manu
facturing or selling for beverage purposes any beer, ale, porter, or 
other similar fermented liquor, containing more than 3.2 percent 
of alcohol by weight, the burden of proof shall be on such manu
facturer to show that the liquid so manufactured or sold con
tained not more than 3.2 percent of alcohol by weight. In any 
case where a manufacturer, who has been permitted to develop a 
liquid such as beer, ale, or porter; containing more than the maxi
mum alcoholic content specified in the permit, is charged with · 
failure to reduce the alcoholic content to or below such maximum 
before such liquid was withdrawn from the factory or otherwise 
disposed of, then the burden of proof shall be on such manufac
turer to show that the alcoholic content of such liquid so manu
factured, sold, withdrawn, or otherwise disposed of did not exceed 
the maximum specified in the permit. In any suit or proceeding 
involving the alcoholic content of any beverage, the reasonable 
expense of analysis of such beverage shall be taxed as costs ln the 
case. 

(c) Whoever engages in the manufacture for sale of beer, ale, 
porter, or other similar fermented liquor, without such permit if 
such permit is required, or violates any permit issued to him. shall 
be subject to the penalties and proceedings provided by law in 
the case of similar violations of the National Prohibition Act, as • 
amended and supplemented. 

(d) This section shall have the same geographical application 
as the National Prohibition Act, as amended and supplemented. 

SEc. 5. Except to the extent provided in section 4 (b) (2), noth
ing in section 1 or 4 of this act shall be construed as in any man
ner authorizing or making lawful the manufacture of any beer, 
ale, porter, or other s1milar fermented liquor, which at the time 
of sale or removal for consumption or sale contains more than 3.2 
per cent of alcohol by weight. 

SEC. 6. In order that beer, ale, porter, or other similar fermented 
liquor, containing 3.2 per cent or less of alcohol by weight, may be 
divested of their interstate character in certain cases, the shipment 
or transportation thereof in any manner or by any means whatso
ever, from one State, Territory, or District of the United States, or 
place noncontiguous to but subject to the jurisdiction thereof, or 
from any foreign country, into any State, Territory, or District of 
the United States, or place noncontiguous to but subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof, which fermented liquor is intended, b\ any 
person interested therein, to be received, possessed, sold, or in any 
manner used, either in the original package or otherwise, tn viola
tion of any law of such State, Territory, or District of the United 
States, or place noncontiguous to but subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof, is hereby prohibited. Nothing in this section shall be con
strued as making lawful the shipment or transportation of any 
liquor the shipment or transportation of which is prohibited by 
the act of March 1, 1913, entitled "An act divesting intoxicating 
liquors of their interstate character in certain cases .. (U. S. C., 
supp. VI, title 27, sec. 122). 

SEC. 7. Whoever orders, purchases, or causes beer, ale, porter, 
or other similar fermented liquor, containing 3.2 per cent or less 
of alcohol by weight, to be transported in interstate commerce, 
except for scientific, sacramental; medicinal, or mechanical pur
poses, into any State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, the 
laws of which State, Territory, or District prohibit the manufac· 
ture or sale therein of such fermented liquors for beverage pur
poses, shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not 
more than 6 months, or both; and for any subsequent offense 
shall be tmprisoned for not more than 1 year. If any person 
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is convicted under this section, any permit issued to him shall 
be revoked. Nothing in this section shall be construed as mak
ing lawful the shipment or transportation of any liquor the 
shipment or transportation of which is prohibited by section 5 
of the act entitled "An act making appropriations for the service 
of the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1918, and for other purposes," approved March 3, 1917, as 
amended and supplemented (U.S.C., supp. VI, title 27, sec. 123). 

SEc. 8. Any offense committed, or any right accrued, or any 
penalty or obligation incurred, or any seizure or forfeiture made, 
prior to the effective date of this act, under the provisions of the 
National Prohibition Act, as amended and supplemented, or under 
any permit or regulation issued thereunder, may be prosecuted 
or enforced in the same manner and with the same effect as if 
this act had not been enacted. 

SEc. 9. This act shall take effect on the expiration of 15 days 
after the date of its enactment, except that permits referred to 
under section 4 may be issued at any time after the date of 
enactment, and except that liquor taxable under section 1 may 
be removed prior to the effective date of this act for bottling 
and storage on the permit premises until such date, and, when 
so removed, shall be subject to tax at the rate provided by 
section 1. 

SEc. 10. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof 
to any person or circumstances, is held invalid, the remainder of 
the act and the application of such provision to other persons 
or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

During the reading of the bill the following occurred: 
Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, the Clerk is evidently 

reading a bill which differs from the printed bill we have 
here. 

Mr. CULLEN. It is true; the bill the Clerk is reading 
differs in a few minor respects from the one before the 
House. The differences are of a minor character. On page 
2, line 20, it provides," First. Brewers shall pay $1,000." We 
have inserted "in respect of each brewery." 

On page 6, line 16, it provides, "Such liquids may be 
developed, under permits under the National Prohibition Act, 
as amended and supplemented, by persons other than manu
facturers of beverages containing not more than 3.2 per cent 
of alcohol by weight and sold to such manufacturers for 
conversion into such beverages." 

That language has been stricken out as not necessary. 
The Clerk completed the reading of the bill. 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, we listened yester
day to a message from President Roosevelt, in which, in his 
vigorous and characteristic manner, he startled even his 
closest friends and admirers when he delivered a message 
to Congress advocating the immediate modification of the 
Volstead Act and permitting the manufacture and sale of 
beer. 

The President in his message made it emphatic that he 
deemed it highly important that legislation be passed by 
Congress immediately in order to· provide for additional 
revenue. In my judgment, the country and Congress is with 
him unanimously. 

This bill H.R. 3341 comes from the Committee on Ways 
and Means and has received very careful and conscientious 
consideration by the subcommittee of the Democratic mem
bers of the Ways and Means Committee. There is not the 
slightest doubt in my mind that this worthy measure merits 
the approval of the en.tire Membership of this House. 

It conforms in every respect with the platform approved 
by the Democratic National Convention at Chicago. [Ap
plause.] And the President referred to it as one of the fore
most campaign pledges to the people. I hardly think that 
anyone will take issue with me when I have the temerity 
to state that this measure was overwhelmingly endorsed by 
the American people in the national election on November 
last. 

I stand here, Mr. Speaker, advocating the balancing of 
the Budget during this special session of Congress. The 
President has already impressed upon the Congress the 
urgency of such a step, and the passage of a beer bill will 
go a long way toward helping alleviate the distress and 
suffering in the country. 
· It has been conservatively estimated by Treasury experts, 

and the testimony is before the committee, that we can raise 
between $125,000,000 and $150,000,000 in revenue if this bill 
becomes a law in the first year. If the House will adopt 

this bill, we will also, in my opinion, be performing our duty 
to the electorate of the country, and assist in raising this 
much-needed revenue, to place the Nation's credit on a 
sound financial basis. 

Needless to say, it will be a boon to agriculture as well 
as to various manufacturing interests, at a time when busi
ness is practically at a standstill. It will help to revive 
many dormant industries. Besides, the thing of most impor
tance is to take into consideration the fact that it will give 
employment to a half million people throughout our land. 
For the information of the House, I shall now enumerate 
the number of industries which will benefit from the passage 
of this bill and also information showing the amount of 
revenue which will be derived therefrom. 
IN SUPPORT OF THE BEER BILL--THE AMOUNT OF REVENUE TO BE 

OBTAINED 

H. A. Huber, vice president of the Anheuser-Busch, St. 
Louis, Mo., and also vice president of the United States 
Brewers' Association, testified that the revenue from barrel 
beer was as follows: 

Year 

1915 __ _________________________________________________ _ 
1916 ___________________________________________________ _ 

1917----------------------------------------------------
1918_---------------------------------------------------
191 g- --- ---------------------------------- --------------
1920.-- -------------------------------------------------

Number of 
barrels 

58,808, ()()() 
58,633, ()()() 
60,817,000 
50,266,000 

?:1,712 
9, 231, ()()() 

Amount of 
revenue 

$78. 328, ()()() 
88,771, ()()() 
91,897,000 

126, 285, 000 
117, 839, 000 
41,966, ()()() 

The tax per barrel of 31 gallons in 1914 was $1, and be
came $6 July 1, 1919. Prior it was $3 per barrel. There 
was an additional retail malt revenue tax of 25 cents per 
establishment where malt liquor was sold. Mr. Huber testi
fied that under the instant act the brewing industry would 
soon be manufacturing and distributing 40,000,000 barrels 
of beer per year. At the rate of $5 per barrel, this would 
give a revenue of $200,000,000. It must be remembered that 
it would take some months before the brewing industry 
would get into those strides, but when it does it will be 
an easy matter to produce and sell 40,000,000 barrels of 
beer a year. 

NUMBER OF PLANTS 

In 1914 there were 1,392 operating brewers; in 1930 all 
that was left was 231. They are still in existence and oper
ate under permits from the Government. 

AMOUNT OF MONEY INVESTED 

In 1914 $858,000,000 was invested in the brewing business, 
when there was made and manufactured 66,000,000 barrels. 
This bill would soon put this capital and more to work again.. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS 

According to the Department of Census, in 1914 there 
was 76,893 men employed in the brewing business. It has 
been estimated there was a total of 400,000 more men em
ployed in the production of materials and in the sale and 
distribution. These estimates are the estimates of Mr. 
Huber. On the other hand, Matthew Well, of the American 
Federation of Labor, stated that in 1919, 1,250,000 workers 
were engaged in the brewing and allied industries which 
supplied machinery, material, and supplies to the brewing 
industries, employing workers in the following trades and 
callings: Coopers, hoopmarkers, boxmakers, lumberjacks. 
carton workers, glass-bottle blowers, plumbers, plumber's 
helpers, steamfitters, steamfitter's helpers, electrical work
ers, machinists, molders, patternmakers, boilermakers, 
boilermaker's helpers, elevator constructions, automobile 
mechanics, carpenters, painters, bricklayers, ironworkers, 
steelworkers, cement-finishers, engineers, firemen, oilers, 
coal-passers, laborers, brewers, bottlers, teamsters, printers, 
pressmen, photoengravers, lithographers, bookkeepers, ste
nographers, clerks, salesmen, and so forth. 

In addition to these must be added the thousands of 
workers engaged in coal mining, in the transportation in
dustry, and agricultural workers. Mining, transportation, 
and agriculture are three of the basic industries of our 
country. 
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The brewing industry from June, 1916, to June, 1917, con- ! go farther than that, unless some legislation of this char-

sumed 3,220,000 tons of coal. These figures are taken from acter prevails, because the economy bill which we passed last 
a statement attributed to the coal administrator and pub
lished by the Anti-Saloon League in its offical organ in 1918. 
To transport that coal it required 180,000 freight cars. 

It required thousands of teamsters to transport the coal 
and grain from the railroad yards to the respective plants. 
Thousands of automobile trucks were used for this work. 

During the same period the brewing industry consumed 
3,924,585,831 pounds of grain and other farm products. 
This amounts, in round figures, to 83,501,911 bushels of grain 
annually. 

These statistics were issued by the Prohibition Bureau. 
There are no records available as to the number of men 

required to mine the coal and harvest the grain, or how 
many railroad workers it required to transport the coal and 
grain to the breweries. It is safe to estimate that it required 
many thousands of coal miners, farmers, and transportation 
workers to mine the coal, harvest the grain, and transport 
these products. 

RELIEF TO THE FARMERS 

To manufacture 40,000,000 barrels of beer the following 
farm products are used: 44,000,000 bushels of malt; 800,-
000,000 pounds of other cereals, such as rice, corn, sugar, 
and so forth; 30,000,000 pounds of hops. 

BENEFITS FROM THE TAXES 

There would be a great increase in municipal and State 
taxes, income taxes, gasoline and automobile taxes. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, it is estimated that there would have to be 
a new expenditure of $360,000 ~000 within the next year
new money-to rehabilitate the brewing plants of the United 
States in order to produce 40,000,000 barrels of beer. 

This would involve new equipment, machinery, buildings, 
refrigeration, new cases, new barrels, labels, packing mate
rials, cooperage, automobiles, trucks, advertising, stationery, 
and so forth. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from lllinois [Mr. BRITTEN]. · 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. REILLY). The gentle
man from lllinois [Mr. BRITTEN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRITTEN. I am satisfied that anything that might 
be said on the floor of the House today will not influence 
any votes, nor will it change a single vote. My idea is that 
we are wasting 3 hours of very valuable Government time 
in debating this question. [Applause.] Every man and 
woman on the floor of the House has his or her mind 
definitely made up that this legislation should be enacted 
or defeated in the shortest possible time. I think it should 
be passed at once in the best interests of the National Treas
ury. We need the $150,000,000 a year or more that will be 
collected immediately this bill passes. There are other ele
ments I would call to your attention. lllinois, for instance, 
yesterday repealed all of its prohibition enforcement laws. 
We have no prohibition laws in lllinois. We need this modi
fication of the Volstead Act to guide us in the development 
of our plans for the regulation of the traffic in alcoholic 
beverages. 

The President last Friday requested the House to pass 
very important economic legislation. He did so because the 
Treasury is depleted. The Treasury needs the money, and 
this is the easiest way and the most practical way to get 
$150,000,000 to $200,000,000 a year. It will be paid cheer
fully by those only who wish to pay it. I have every sym
pathy for States like Kansas and Oklahoma that desire to 
be dry. There is nothing in this legislation that makes them 
wet. They may do as they please about their alcoholic bev
erage traffic, and it should be so. I know that you will agree 
with me that those States which wish to be wet or partially 
wet are entitled to that same consideration. I said to my 
friend from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] a year and a half ago that 
unless we passed a beer bill we would be putting stamps on 
commercial checks and enacting all sorts of nuisance-tax 
legislation. He stood on the floor of the House and said it 
would not be done, but it has been done. We will have to 

week will not begin to balance the Budget. We have to have 
revenue-collecting measures as well, and if we are successful 
in balancing the Budget and collecting revenue uom bills 
like this one, we can then give serious consideration to re
moving all of the nuisance taxes which have been enacted in 
our quest for revenue-producing measures. 

I hope this bill will pass immediately. It is not necessary 
to waste 3 hours' debate upon it. On the Republican side 
we have many so-called" wets" who are not even asking for 
time, and we have a number of drys on this side also who 
are not asking for time. Let us vote this bill up ·or down, 
without wasting 3 hours of Government time. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, this is the third time within a week that a 
great majority of the Republican side of this House will sup
port President Roosevelt in his request for important legis
lation lookfug toward the balancing of the National Budget. 
It is by far the finest demonstration of nonpartisan politics 
that has been presented during my more than 20 years' 
service. It is a distinct evidence that Republicans and 
Democrats alike feel that the country is back of the new 
President and that he should be given every possible assist
ance from Capitol Hill. 

In his _request for a modification of the Volstead law, 
President Roosevelt is meeting a popular demand for a 
wholesome, healthful beverage, while at the same time strik
ing a deathblow to the speak-easy, the beer racketeer, and 
those who are selling a poor near-beer under circumstances 
that would make this beverage appear to be real beer, and at 
an extortionate price. The city of Chicago will undoubtedly, 
immediately upon the passage of this bill, license such places 
where real beer may be sold and consumed. This act will 
put a large amount of money into the city treasury and will 
at the same time put under positive control every place or 
location where beer might be sold. My city is whole-heart
edly in favor of the ·bill which is now before you. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 45 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. CROWTHER]~ 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 45 minutes to the gen
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. RAGON]. 

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, this is, indeed, a strange 
period of time. When in 1917 I first came to Congress, even 
before I took the oath of office, I attended here in this 
Chamber a Democratic caucus. I never shall forget that 
caucus. There arose and stood over yonder near that door 
a man of statesmanlike -appearance who made a wonderful 
speech. Every word of it pertained to serious problems. It 
impressed me deeply. He was Hon. HENRY T. RAINEY, of 
lllinois, who has become our Speaker of the House of Repre-· 
sentatives. I have never forgotten what he said on that 
occasion. There was nothing trivial or unimportant in his 
speech. 

Sixteen years have passed. Knott, a cartoonist little in
ferior to the great Berryman, has recently made a most dis
gusting portrayal of our distinguished Speaker. On the 
editorial page of the Dallas News, published at Dallas, Tex., 
on Tuesday, March 7, 1933, is Knott's ridiculous cartoon 
headed, "What This Country Needs Is Liquid Assets," at
tributed to the Speaker. Below is a caricature of Han. 
HENRY T. RAINEY, the great statesman, the great Speaker, 
next in power to the President of the United States, pic
tured as a smiling bartender, with his white apron tied 
around him, and in his shirt sleeves, busily serving, with 
waiter in his hands, a huge mug overflowing with foaming 
beer. And across the white apron of this b~...-tender are the 
words " Speaker RAINEY." 

I resent the implication of this cartoon. Just under it is 
the admonition," Read editorial,' Something Besides Beer.'" 
And attached to this cartoon is the following editorial, writ
ten by the editor of the Dallas News: 

SOMETHING BESIDES BEER 

The contribution of Speaker RAINEY to the situation which 1s 
rapidly centering war-time powers upon the shoulders of the new 
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President is that he hopes to see beer legalized. The banks need 
steadying, and Mr. Roosevelt and the financiers of the country are 
bending every thought to that end, but Speaker RAINEY 1s inter
ested in beer. While the whole country hangs upon the solution 
of matters of moment that embarrass commerce and hinder the 
ordinary routine of dally existence, the Speaker recommends beer. 
Millions ask for a safe, available, and stable medium of exchange 
whereby they can keep business going, build up the structure of 
industry, and maintain American homes, but the parrot voice ot 
RAINEY pipes up with the repetitious cry of .. beer "l 

The President, however, does not seem to believe that the key 
to the situation is a bungstarter. Promptly calllng Congress to 
convene on Thursday next-as, indeed, he was almost bound to 
do-he set about submitting a program for immediate and effec
tive action. In short, he proposes to provide that Executive 
leadership which the country has lacked these 4 years gone. 

The framework of American Government was designed to re
strain a strong Executive, it 1s true, but it was built also for an 
Executive strong enough to need restraint. Our high days as a 
Republic have come under our strong Presidents. When weak 
men dwell in the White House the checks and balances of the 
Constitution become something out of which to build an alibL 
The constitutional inabillties of such men are largely of their own 
confessing. Franklin Roosevelt 1s ready to exercise power to the 
full-and to be held accountable for it. Any other spirit would 
be futile; indeed it might be almost fatal. In the courage of 
the President, America takes heart. 

The Dallas Morning News is the greatest outstanding daily 
newspaper in the Gtate of Texas. It has never been dry. It 
has always been wet. It assume<t as I did, that no beer 
message would come from the White House in this crucial 
hour. It assumed, as I did, that business of more importance 
than beer would come before this House. But neither our 
President nor our Speaker must be censured too severely. 
They have been overwhelmed with this frenzied cyclonic 
clamor for beer. It must run its course. Then former drys. 
now voting wet, will resume dry voting and help us to repair 
the damage. 

It is just such cartoons and editorials which have caused 
the people to have contempt for Congress. They are thus 
influenced to believe that Congress is fiddling while America 
burns. The ones who distinctly remember believe that beer 
just now is the worst curse Congress could bring upon the 
people. I resent such pictures as we see in this morning's 
press of my good friend, the great chief from New York 
[Mr. CULLEN], the present leader, who today has bodily 
taken over the great Ways and Means Committee, whom we 
all love-the author of this bill. He has not only deposed 
our friend DouoHTON, chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, but he has also taken the floor away from our 
Democratic majority leader, who ought to be handling all 
emergency legislation from this floor. Thus in the press to
day Mr. CULLEN, with our good friend, that eminent scien
tist, Dr. SmoVIcH, who not long ago admitted here that he 
could improve on God Almighty's formula for milk, are 
pictured, bungs tarter in hand, opening a keg of real beer. 
Thus they ~ere pictured as presenting a glass of beer as the 
paramount thing of greatest importance to the American 
public. 

My friend from New York [Mr. CULLEN] brought in this 
bill this morning that was not even numbered. If he had 
not been high up in the councils, he could not have gotten 
it printed, because you cannot print a bill until it has been 
introduced. His bill was printed before it was introduced
introduced he:re this morning out of his hip pocket. There 
was a hurried meeting of the Committee on Ways and Means 
and "immediately" he had that committee report it out: 
Good heavens, they did not even have time to read it! But 
in behalf of my friend from New York [Mr. CULLEN] let me 
say he did not have the effrontery to insult the American 
people with any declaration in this bill that the beer that 
is intended to be manufactured by this legislation is not to 
be intoxicating. He did not declare in this bill that this 
beer is not intoxicating. That would have been a farcical 
comedy. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Did the gentleman read the title of the 
bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the title does not count and is no 
part of the legislation. It is what is in the bill. 

Mr. CULLEN. Of course, the bill was read, every line of 
it, by the Clerk. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes: scientifically, just as our reading 
clerk sometimes hurriedly reads a bill. It was not carefully 
considered. But I must commend him for the gentleman 
did not declare it was not intoxicating. That would have 
been the last straw. 

Mr. CULLEN. The language is what is in the bill. 
Mr. BLANTON. But the gentleman knows it is to be 

intoxicating, does he not? 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, in answer to the gentle

man--
Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman knows it is to have 

plenty of thrill in it, does he not? [Laughter.] 
Mr. CULLEN. I want to say the bill speaks for itself. 
Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. Why did you leave the Dis

trict of Columbia out? Why did you not provide this foamy, 
3.2, nonintoxicating, innocent beer for the District of 
Columbia? 

0 Mr. Speaker, I want to say to my new friends here-
164 of them-do I appear to be a fanatic because I am fight
ing a beer bill? Am I a fanatic because I am opposing a 
beer bill? Has the time come in the history of this Nation 
when a man cannot stand against intoxicating-beer saloons 
without being called a fanatic? I want to say to you 164 
new Members of this House, do not ever get it into your 
heads for one minute that beer sent you to this Congress. 
It did not send you here. If it sent you here, why did it 
leave that great wet leader, Senator Bingham, in Connecti
cut? Why did it leave the author of this bill in the Senate, 
wet Senator Blaine, at home in Wisconsin? Why did it put 
the servant of the liquor interests here, who every time he 
opened his mouth spoke in their behalf, John Schafer, back 
in Milwaukee? Why did it leave Chindblom back in Chi
cago and Igoe in illinois? 

Mr. BRITI'EN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLANTON. Why did it almost leave the great wet 

leader, FRED BRITTEN, in Chicago? [Laughter and applause.] 
Why did it deny the White House to that great democratic 
Democrat, Al Smith, in 1928? Did he not stand for beer? 
Did he not stand for hard liquor? President Hoover stood 
for the eighteenth amendment and against the saloons, and 
this country went for him and against A1 Smith by as great 
a majority as it ~ecently went for Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

Mr. CELLER. And where did it leave Hoover? 
Mr. BLANTON. Oh, it was not beer. It was "the new 

deal." ' 
Mr. BRITI'EN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment, please. I know this 

bill is going to pass. [Laughter.] If I could have stopped 
this bill by objecting this morning, it would have been 
stopped, and you know it. A man who has held well-defined 
principles upon which he has spent his whol.e life does not 
change them overnight. 

I respect your views. I know that many of you think just 
the opposite from my views on this question. I believe you 
are in earnest. I respect your views, just as I want you to 
respect mine, but I want to say to you this: The same public 
sentiment that is now behind this beer, as you think, coming, 
as you think, from most of the people of the United States, 
can change overnight. Whenever you begin to put the beer 
saloons back, whenever you begin to put beer gardens over 
the country, whenever you begin to put road houses along 
60-mile highways, you are going to find that the fathers and 
mothers of this country are going to wake up and sentiment 
is going to change. Then other things may change. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLANTON. I always yield to my friend from New 

York, because he is a squareshooter. He thinks just the 
opposite from my views on this question. but he is fair, and 
he is Irish and I am Irish, so I yield. 

Mr. BOYLAN. The gentleman knows I respect him and 
respect his views. 

Mr. BLANTON. A13 I do the gentleman's. 
Mr. BOYLAN. The gentleman knows that the regulation 

as to the sale of beer, as to the places, and so forth, will be 
entirely in the hands of the respective States. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman knows that if he did not 
have an opportunity of walking up to the rail and putting 
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his foot upon it and taking a few with his frien~ and then, 
" Oh, let's have another one before we go," and " Oh, let's 
have another one,'' the gentleman knows he would not want 
this bill, and if it did not intoxicate he would not have it. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Texas has expired. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. HEALEY]. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Speaker, on November 8 this country 
from coast to coast, from the Atlantic to the Pacific, from 
Canada to Texas, delivered a mandate to the President 
and Congress in clear-cut and unequivocal language, and 
that mandate was that the American people are definitely 
through with prohibition. 

Both major parties contained planks in their platforms 
based upon existing sentiment; yes, dictated by the existing 
sentiment in America calling for repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment. The phraseology of the Republican platform 
was ambiguous, but the Democratic platform in clear and 
concise language contained the plank of that great Democrat 
and great American, Alfred E. Smith, calling for the repeal 
of the eighteenth amendment and in the interim the modifi
cation of the Volstead Act. [Applause.] 

That straightforward plank committing this great politi
cal party to definite action, in my opinion, more than any
thing else resulted in the seating in this House of the un
precedented majority of the members of my party. [Ap
plause.] That time is now here to redeem that pledge, and 
I trust that the Members of this Congress will make the 
proposed legislation a law with the same alacrity with which 
they responded to the two first bills proposed by the Presi
dent of the United States. [Applause.] 

This is the first revenue-bearing act offered to this Con
gress. We have passed legislation to correct the banking 
situation. We have passed emergency economy legislation. 
But this is the first legislation to be presented to Congress 
which points out the way for sorely needed revenue for our 
National Treasury. The proposed legislation would tax the 
products of beer at $5 a barrel. Based upon corrected and 
compensated statistics, the annual production of beer would 
amount to 40,000,000 barrels. This would bring in an annual 
revenue of $200,000,000 from the direct manufacture of beer 
alone. This would become quite an appreciable assistance 
in the herculean task of balancing the Budget. 

Not only that, my friends; it would also bear a State tax 
and, eventually, a municipal tax. Sitting here in Congress, 
I wonder if these gentlemen fully realize the situations in 
our respective States back home. I represent four cities 
and two large wards of another city for the metropolitan 
district of Boston. These are largely residential communi
ties, where the basic and almost sole burden of taxation is 
borne primarily by the home owner. The average tax rate 
in those cities is between $35 and $40, and the assessments 
are high, although it is fair to estimate that real estate bas 
depreciated about 50 percent. Still assessments have not 
fallen but have tended to go up, because struggling munici
palities have had no other recourse but to this in order to 
raise the immense revenue demanded by the present abnor
mal conditions. Revenue of any form will assist these 
municipalities and consequently reduce the burden of tax
ation being carried by these small-home owners. Hundreds 
of foreclosures because of inability to pay taxes, water 
rates, municipal service rates, and interest on mortgages 
are being effected every day with the consequent centraliza
tion of real estate into the hands of banks and mortgagees. 
This bill will not only increase the actual value of some 
real estate and produce a revenue therefrom; it will also 
draw out a revenue from the fees for licensing and permits 
for those places that will eventually be authorized to retail 
this product. 

Moreover, this bill will tend to lift from the backs of the 
overburdened taxpayer some of the millions of dollars 
annually spent by our Government in a vain endeavor to 
enforce an unenforceable act. 

Few of the breweries now in existence are in a position 
to operate immediately when this law is passed. It means 
rebuilding of plants, renovating, overhauling, the installa
tion of new machinery, and immense expenditures for 
rehabilitation of plants. On the most reliable information 
I am informed that in my own section of the country, New 
England, there are 16 breweries ready and 59 getting ready 
to go into operation at an estimated expenditure of $70,-
000,000, and that they will be prepared to employ in a short 
time some 15,000 workers. 

Three hundred and sixty millions of dollars will be spent 
within 1 or 2 years on this development. It would mean 
spending $75,000,000 for materials, $12,000,000 for new 
beer cases, $15,000,000 for bottle manufacture, $5,000,-
000 for labels, crowns, and packing cases, $40,000,000 to 
$50,000,000 for new cooperage, $15,000,000 for new automo
biles and trucks, and $16,000,000 to $20,000,000 for adver
tising annually. This is the estimated expense of the brew
ing trade alone. It is, of course, unnecessary to remind 
the Members of the tremendous stimulus to business this 
expenditure would mean and the pronounced effect on eco
nomic recovery which it would produce. The production of 
materials for beer is almost as broad as the expanse of this 
Nation. Eight hundred million pounds of barley and rice 
from the Dakotas. Minnesota, and Iowa would be required; 
30,000,000 pounds of hops from Washington, Oregon, Cali
fornia, and New York State would be required; oak timber 
from Arkansas and the Southern States would be needed
oh, my friends, it is impossible to realize the tremendous 
and far-reaching effects which would be produced by this 
legislation. 

I have referred to the revenue-producing aspect of this 
bill for the State, city, and Nation. But the most compelling 
reason for the passage of this legislation is to send away 
the word that Congress has taken the first step to provide 
employment to a portion of those 11,000,000 men who are 
idle, not because of their own volition, not because of 
their incapacity to work, but because of a disordered so
ciety whose victims they are. 

It is estimated that the opening up of the b1·eweries 
and the retail distributing houses will put to work 300,000 
men. But that does not take into account the coopers, rail
road men, farmers, coal miners, and hosts of others that 
will be furnished employment. Mr. Wall, the labor com
mittee's representative for the modification of the eighteenth 
amendment, has estimated that this legislation will put to 
work, not immediately but before long, 1,000,000 of those 
11,000,000,000 unemployed men and women in brewing and 
associated industries. There is no corner of this Nation so 
small that it will not be benefited by this legislation, nor 
is there any city so large that it will !lot feel the beneficial 
effects of this change. 

The Ways and Means Committee has heard physiologists, 
scientists, toxicologists, chemists, and other noted men of 
science and medicine who have testified upon matters re
lating to the constitutionality of this proposed bill. It is 
reasonable to assume from their testimony that 3.2 per cent 
beer is nonintoxicating in fact and that the passage of this 
act will not violate existing law and will not be interfered 
·with by any court in our country, including the United 
States Supreme Court. 

It is true that passage of this legislation will not consti
tute a panacea for the unemployment problem and the panic 
conditions, nor will it eliminate all of the evils that have 
been brought about by the Volstead Act. But it is fair to 
assume that it will go a long way toward ameliorating the 
present critical conditions. 

Give to the people beer made under properly controlled 
and hygienic laboratory conditions. Add to the Nation's 
revenue the $200,000,000 that would be collected from this 
source. Create a better social and moral atmosphere by, if 
not the elimination. at least the control to a degree, of the 
law violator, the thug, and the racketeer who are today en
gaged in the beer business, placing it back into responsi
ble, legitimate hands under Government supervision and 
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control. Give to the people the honest employment to 
which they are entitled so that they may be freed from the 
demoralizing effects of the public-welfare lists. Put an 
honest week's wages in their pockets so that they may agaii'l 
acquire renewed courage, hope, and self-respect. Give the 
Nation's industries and workers this opportunity to again 
stand on a sound and stable basis and allow the vast benefits 
of this legislation to accrue immediately to the benefit of 
our common country. [Applause.] 

Mr. CROWTHER. I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. GUYER.] 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, I was just thinking what a 
tragedy it was that so fine a young man with a ringing voice 
like that of the gentleman who just stood here should make 
his maiden speech upon this floor in behalf of beer. He 
spoke of the mandate of the American people upon liquor. 
I want to tell you that Mr. Roosevelt or anyone else on 

·the Democratic ticket could have been elected this year 
upon a platform that declared for the repeal of the law 
of gravitation. 

He talked about the clear-cut platforms. There was one 
thing clear-cut in both platforms. The Democratic plat
form promised to "effectively prevent the saloon." The 
Republican platform declared to "safeguard our citizens 
everywhere from the return of the saloon." 

The passage of this bill insures the return of the saloon 
in New York, in New Jersey, and all of these States where it 
will take effect at once. What if it does not? I think it 
would be better for the beer to be sold in a saloon than to 
be sold in drug stores, restaurants, and filling stations, but 
there is nothing in this bill that guides or controls the 
distribution or sale of liquor. That makes the saloon 
inevitable. 

I want to call the attention of this House again to two 
fundamental principles involved in this bill. One of them 
should attract the attention of every man upon this floor
because tpe men upon this floor have more than ordinary in
telligence, notwithstanding what has been said about us in 
the newspapers now and then-and that is that this bill is 
contrary to the fundamental law of this land, the Con
stitution of the United States, and this law nullifies the 
Constitution by act of Congress. 

You remember what your great Democrat, Andrew Jack
son, said to John C. Calhoun down here at the old Southern 
Hotel 101 years ago. This law goes further than John c. 
Calhoun ever went upon nullification, and John C. Calhoun 
was standing back of great principles-the principles of 
great political leaders. That question was settled long ago. 
This is a nullification of the Constitution. As has been 
said here again and again, the beer provided by this bill 
is intoxicating. No sincere man will contend that intoxi
cating beer will not be sold. The Constitution forbids the 
manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquor. This bill pro
vides for that very thing, hence means nullification. 

Another thing to which I desire to call attention is the 
oath we take as Members of this House. I do not think any 
man here, any more than myself, would knowingly and in
tentionally violate rus oath of office; but we took a solemn 
oath to support and uphold the Constitution of the United 
States, and if you vote for a bill that nullifles a part of the 
Constitution you are, in my opinion, not observing your oath 
of office. 

We say we need the money. Abraham Lincoln, in 1862, 
signed a bill which imposed an excise tax on liquor; and 
when he came to sign the bill he held his pen up and hesi
tated, saying, that if he believed it would not be repealed 
after the necessity for it was gone, he would never sign it 
because he had seen so much of the degradation produced by 
whisky and liquor in his time that he did not think the 
Government of the United states should share in crime for 
a price, to sell a poison to its citizens that degrades manhood 
and condemns women and children to lives of wretchedness 
and despair. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. GUYER. Yes. 
Mr. MAY. Would the gentleman prefer that the revenue 

from the liquor traffic should go to the bootleggers of the 
country rather than to the Government of the United States? 

Mr. GUYER. I would rather it would not go to anybody. 
Because some bootlegger makes money out of this is no rea
son why the Government of the United States should divide 
the swag with the outlawed liquor traffic in contravention 
of the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. CROWTHER. The answer to that is that if there 
were no customers there would be no bootleggers. 

Mr. GUYER. Yes. 
Mr. LEE of Missouri. Is it not true that the principal in

dustry in that part of the gentleman's State contiguous to 
my State is the manufacture of bootleg whisky for sale to the 
people of Missouri, Oklahoma, and Arkansas? 

Mr. GUYER. No; the gentleman knows very well that is 
not so. I was mayor of a city of 100,000 people, and we were 
right up against Kansas City, Mo., which had 32 saloons in 
one block, and know how much Missouri depends upon 
Kansas for booze. 

Mr. LEE of Missouri. It is your chief product today. 
Mr. GUYER. T'ne gentleman either does not know what 

he is talking about, or he is depending upon utterly ~alse 
information. The part of my district contiguous to his does 
not produce liquor enough to supply one Missouri bootlegger. 

Mr. LEE of Missouri. I assure the gentleman I do know 
what I am talking about. 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, I do not yield further. My 
district is right on the border, and I defy any man when 
he says that the chief occupation of my district is the manu
facture of bootleg whisky. It is not true, and every intelli
gent person who is informed knows it. 

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GUYER. I yield. 
Mr. BRITI'EN. I realize fully from my experience with 

the gentleman from Kansas that he is a sincere dry. With 
this knowledge in mind, how does the gentleman know 
whether 3.2 percent beer is intoxicating and how does the 
gentleman know whether any liquor is being sold in his dis
trict or not? The gentleman would not know liquor if he 
saw it in a glass. 

Mr. GUYER. I know the effects of it [laughter], and I 
can observe those who use it; and I know that the officers 
in the State of Kansas enforce the law in the counties that 
are along the Kansas border in my district. 

Mr. BRITI'EN. Will the gentleman yield again? 
Mr. GUYER. Yes. 
Mr. BRITTEN. Is the gentleman suggesting to the House 

that liquor cannot be purchased in Kansas? 
Mr. GUYER. No; you can commit murder in Kansas in 

15 minutes any place, and you can break any law there, 
including the prohibition law, but few laws are better 
enforced. 

Mr. BRITTEN. That is not an answer to my question as 
to whether liquor is sold in Kansas. 

Mr. GUYER. Certainly; it is sold in every State in the 
Union to some degree. All laws are violated, but every day 
men are arrested for violations of the prohibitory law as 
they are for other violations. 

Mr. BRITTEN. Yes; and it is sold all over the State of 
Kansas. 

Mr. GUYER. ·Not all over the State of Kansas. It is 
enforced as well as other laws in Kansas. 

Mr. BRITrEN. And the gentleman knows it. 
Mr. GUYER. No; I do not. 
I am utterly surprised at the stupidity of you wets. 

[Laughter.] Let me tell you something. From the day 
when you pass this beer bill the repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment is doomed [applause], because the excesses 
under it will so disgust the people that even those who are 
inclined to favor repeal will not do so; and you watch the 
history of this matter now. 

Now, you say we want the revenue and we want it for 
the good of the people of the United States. I have the 
greatest admiration for the President of the United States. 
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I believe he is sincere, I believe he wants to help the poor 
people of this country, but I can not understand his logic 
when in this great crisis, with all the banks of the country 
closed, he comes here and asks us to pass a beer bill for 
the relief of the country. 

Who is going to pay the tax on this beer of $150,000,000? 
Why, you see it is the poor man's drink. The laboring man 
is going to drink this beer. Who is going to pay at least 
two thirds of this tax? Why, it is the laboring man. Two 
out of every three nickels that go into the brewer's big 
box are going to come from the laboring man-the man 
above all others who needs this money at this time. 

I do not think I ever lost very much sleep worrying about 
the future or the perpetui.ty of the Democratic Party. I 
could not truthfully say that I have. But I want to call 
the attention of the Democrats here to something that was 
told you by one of the greatest of Democrats, I think, who 
served in this House during my time. He told you this at 
the Houston convention in 19Z8. I know that every man 
on this floor has profound respect for our beloved colleague 
of a few years ago, Mr. Crisp, and I want to tell you what 
he said to the Democratic convention at Huston, and you 
had better remember what he said. I do not know whether I 
can read this very well or not. I am not very much used 
to reading Democratic speeches, but I will try to do the 
best I can. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GUYER. Not now; do not interrupt Mr. Crisp; 
Democracy will not compromise with error. 

He .is talking about prohibition: 
Ladies and gentlemen, since the birth of the Nation there have 

been two great moral issues before our people. One of them was 
slavery. I am a southern man. My forebears were slave owners, 
which was authorized under the law. Therefore, what I say is 
intended in no way to be a stricture on the gentlemen of those 
old days. The party to which I belong and its predecesso~-

He means the Whig Party and the Democratic Party
and the Republican Party for years prior to 1860 endeavored to 
compromise with the great moral question of slavery . . In 1860 
the Republican Party assumed the responsibil1ty of denouncing 
slavery and took a bold stand on slavery. They did not compro
mise and they won the election; and !rom that time to this only 
two Democrats have been elected to the White House--Grover 
Cleveland and Woodrow Wilson-and history w1.ll record them as 
two of the greatest Presidents of the United States. (Applause.] 

I add my sentiments to those of Mr. Crisp: 
Today another moral question 1s before the American people, 

and the Democratic Party, as I understand it, cannot a1Iord to 
compromise with this question. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GUYER. Yes. 
Mr. O'CONNOR. The gentleman would not say that the 

Democratic Party is compromising with the prohibition 
question when we are about to repeal the eighteenth amend
ment? 

Mr. GUYER. You are doing worse than compromising
you are absolutely, whole-heartedly on the side of repeal and 
the saloon; and if the Democratic Party wants to change 
its emblem from the old, venerable jackass to the beer keg, 
it can do it as far as I am concerned. [Laughter and 
applause.] 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GUYER. No; I have not time now. 
Every Sunday evening the President has a kind of vespers 

service over the radio, and I am glad he is doing this. He 
inspired great confidence in the people last Sunday night. 
You know, I did not vote for him, but when he was elected 
he became my President, and when he speaks, he speaks to 
me with the voice of 120,000,000 American people. I suggest 
that at the vespers service on next Sunday night, he talk 
about beer: 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 

2 minutes. 
Mr. GUYER. I know how his ringing voice will come to 

the ·people as he says. "0 ye that thirst, come and drink 

of this Democratic water. Eat at the free-lunch counter, 
drink, and be merry, because we need the revenue." 

Now, seriously, I do not believe that this bill should pass. 
but " God moves in a mysterious way His wonders to per
form," and I am sure of this one thing, that if you pass this 
beer bill today the repeal of the eighteenth amendment will 
never occur. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GUYER. Yes; I will yield. 
Mr. CELLER. If the passage of this bill will prevent the 

repeal of the eighteenth amendment, why is the gentleman 
against it? 

Mr. GUYER. First, because it is in violation of the Con
stitution of the United States, and I believe it to be in vio
lation also of my oath of office. 

Mr. ADAMS. Will the gentleman yield? In order to 
enable me to cast an intelligent vote, I would like the gen
tleman's opinion as to what alcoholic content would be per
missible under the Constitution. 

Mr. GUYER. Anything that does not intoxicate, and that 
is up to the courts. 

Mr.· ADAMS. What right have the courts to fix the ale~ 
holic content? 

Mr. GUYER. The courts do not fix the alcoholic content 
but they may decide whether the sale of a liquor violates 
the provisions of the Constitution. 

Again I say I am surprised at the monumental stupidity 
of the liquor interests that press with breathless haste this 
measure of nullification. Their . stupidity was responsible 
for the eighteenth amendment and their stupidity at this 
time in pressing this measure will forever prevent the repeal 
of the eighteenth amendment. The excesses and the flout
ing of the Constitution and laws will end in the disgust of 
the people with lawlessness. For example, this bill makes 
no provision for the sale and distribution of beer. Of course, 
that means that it will be sold in saloons. The saloon with 
its excesses forced the enactment of the eighteenth amend
ment to the Constitution, and now this beer measl:U'e will in 
its turn prevent its repeal. There is in the mind of the 
people a deep-seated hatred for the saloon and this will be 
a most powerful argument against the repeal of the eight
eenth amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. LEE]. 

Mr. LEE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentle
men of the House, I have been much amused at the speech 
of the gentleman from Kansas. If I were to take the Rep
resentative of the biggest part of Kansas, I would take Mr. 
McGucm. But if we took the industry that brings in the 
most money, I should say it was the bootleg-liquor industry. 

Mr. GUYER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEE of Missouri. I Yield. 
Mr. GUYER. The report is that Bourbon County pro

duces $1,000,000 worth of milk a year. Does the gentleman 
mean to claim that bootleggers produce more than $1,000,000 
worth of bootleg liquor? 

Mr. LEE of Missouri. If you bring them up here they 
would sell $10,000,000 worth, and if the milk was put out 
by the dairies in Washington, D. C., it would bring in ten 
millions, too. Now, I want t·o state what happened in Kan
sas. where the gentleman is from. In Crawford County, 
where Girard is the county seat, actually less than 3 years 
ago they had liquor for sale in the jail to the prisoners. 
I saw that myself. 

Mr. smOVICH. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LEE of Missouri. Yes. 
Mr. smoVICH. Was not that sale of liquor to the 

prisoners to keep up thei:r spirits? [Laughter.] 
Mr. LEE of Missouri. They have a law there which pro

vides that if a man is put in jail and he does not pay his 
fine, he stays on and on, and the longer he is there the 
longer he has to s~y. 

Now, I want to answer the gentleman who spoke of the 
jackass as our emblem. The jackass is our emblem, and it 
has filled a long-felt want in this country; but your party 
1.s represented by the elephant, and he never did anything 
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but go on dress parade at 50 cents per. I thank you. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BEcK]. 

Mr. BECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask the indulgence of the 
House, as I am just recovering from an attack of flu which 

F"mally, Justice Brandeis, speaking for the great Court, 
said: 

It is, therefore, clear both that Congress might reasonably have 
considered some legislative definition of intoxicating liquor to be 
essential to effective enforcement of prohibition but also that the 
definition provided by the Volstead law was not an arbitrary one. 

has kept me in my house for over 10 days. I doubt very I do submit that be~s out my thought, not merely as to 
much whether I shall have the strength to take the time this field of legislative discretion, free from judicial interfer
allotted to me, but I have been identified with this move- ence within its boundaries, but also that the limit of judicial 
ment that is now reaching its culmination from the time power is simply to forbid such abuse of that legislative dis
! first had the privilege of coming into the House, and I cretion as might be conceived to be arbitrary. 
should dislike to have a debate on this measure concluded With respect to the bill that is now brought before us, I 
without an opportunity again to state my credo in respect am in entire sympathy with its objective. I think it is un
to the particular measure. fortunate that in form it did not plainly and affirmatively 

In the first place, I take issue with one statement that exercise this legislative discretion to validate beer or malted 
our esteemed colleague, Mr. BRITTEN, of illinois, made when liquors whose alcoholic content is not in excess of 3.2 per
he regretted that there should be any debate upon this cent on the theory that it was nonintoxicating in fact. In 
question. I hope the time will never come when any im- that event there could be little or no doubt, if the case 
portant measure comes before this House, even though the 1 reached the Supreme Court, that the Court would again 
result of the vote is clearly foreshadowed, that opportunity sustain the Congress in the exercise of a legislative dis
for debate by both the majority and the minority in respect cretion. However, the authors of the bill preferred to take 
to the question shall be denied. After all, this is a delibera- another course, which I think is less tenable, but is never
tive body, and nothing is gained by jamming anything theless justified, because if it be true that the expression 
through on the theory that the result of the vote is clearly "Congress shall have power", vests in the Congress the 
foreshadowed. There is a value in such discussions, for we power to determine to what extent, if any, the objective 
are the great forum of the Nation in discussing public of the first section of the eighteenth amendment shall be 
policies. carried out, then the method adopted in the proposed bill 

Mr. Speaker, I quite agree that if this is a nullification 1 is also within the legislative discretion of the Congress, 
of the eighteenth amendment, no revenue necessities of the because it simply repeals the enforcing statutes in respect 
Government can justify a vote on the part of any Member I to any malted liquor that is not in excess of 3.2 percent in 
in favor of the passage of the bill; but I think the conten- alcoholic content. Congress could, if it so deemed it ex
tion that it is such a nullification, in the sense that it is an pedient, repeal the entire Volstead law. Thus it can repeal 
exercise of power contrary to the Constitution, is a super- it in part. 
fi.cial view of what the eighteenth amendment provided. If Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
the eighteenth amendment, in its second section, had said Mr. BECK. Yes. 
"Congress shall enforce this provision by appropriate leg- Mr. O'CONNOR. Even if the so-called withdrawal method 
islation ", then there would be much force in the argument is used, does not the gentleman think that a legislative 
that a mandate had been imposed upon Congress, which no declaration would have helped the bill a great deal? 
Member of the House could ignore without a palpable vio- Mr. BECK. If a case should reach the Supreme court to 
l~tion of his oath of office. But the proponents of the test the validity of this law, I think it would have been very 
eighteenth amendment, for reasons that I have elsewhere helpful if the bill had done that. such a declaration was 
explained and have not the time today to explain again, did in the bill drawn by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
not make such a provision. O'CoNNoR] and in which I collaborated for it contained a 

On the contrary they said, "Congress shall have power", clear decla~ation of this Congress that 3.2 percent beer was 
and so forth, and those were the apt words consistently em- not intoxicating in fact. To such a declaration the Supreme 
played in the Const~tution to vest a legislative discretion in court would give great respect, and it would not reject 
Congress as to how 1t should be enforced; and the extent, if unless it was clearly arbitrary. 
any, of such enforcement and this legislative discretion in- Mr. CEI.LER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
volves the power to define what was not defined in the Mr BECK Yes 
eighteenth amendment, and that is what is in fact and from Mr: cELLER. To ask the gentleman whether or not he 
practical usage an intoxicating liquor. That view of the could enlighten the House as to how this question could be 
Constitution was sustained by the Supreme Court in the tested in the Supreme Court at all. 
case of Rupert against Caffey, where in a very illuminating 
opinion of Justice Brandeis it was clearly held that the Con- Mr. BECK. That is a very difficult question. It would 
gress has a legislative discretion to mark the line of alco- not be easy to test it, but if it is tested, I venture the 
holic content above which a liquor cannot be manufac- prophecy that the Supreme Court will not invalidate the 
tured or sold and below . which it can be manufactured or act which this House will soon pass. 
sold; and if, therefore, we are exercising a legislative discre- Mr. CELLER. Could the act be tested upon the criminal 
tion vested in us by the eighteenth amendment to the Con- side at all? 
stitution itself, then it is wholly misleading to talk of Mr. BECK. I think it could be tested in a collateral way 
"nullification" or to accuse Members who are trying to do in a civil proceeding and the Executive could institute a 
their duty as they are permitted to see the light of violating prosecution, which could reach the Supreme Court. As to 
their oath of office. the civil proceeding, if A sued B for the purchase value 

I will call attention to what Justice Brandeis said: of some beer, and B defends it on the ground that the sale 
is against public morals, and the contract is thus non
enforcible, the validity of the statute could be called in 
question, and it might conceivably reach the Supreme Court. 
We have not come to that bridge yet. 

The decisions of courts as well as the acts of the legislature 
make it clear, or at least furnish good proof, that Congress rea
sonably might conclude that a rigid classification of beverages is 
an essential of either effective regulation or effective prohibition 
of intoxicating liquors. 

That is, that the legislature not only had the right but it 
was essential to the enforcement of the law that there 
should be a rigid classification. Then he goes on to say, 
discussing the point in Rupert against Caffey that-
even though the beer in that case was nonintoxicating in fact, 
there was this field of legislative discretion where, if it were essen
tial to enforce the _prohibition, they could. go below what was 
nonintoxicating in fact. 

Mr. BLANTON. Would the gentleman yield for one dry 
question? 

Mr. BECK. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. BLANTON. On the declaration of legislative intent, 

does the gentleman hold that if Congress were to declare 
in this bill that pure rye whisky, 20 years olds, is nonintoxi
cating, the Supreme Court would pay any attention to that 
declaration? 



382 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MARCH 14 
Mr. BECK. Certainly not. Certainly - not~ I thought I 

had made my meaning perfectly clear, even to my good 
and very dry friend from Texas-that this field of legislative 
discretion has boundaries and is one in which arbitrary 
power cannot be exercised. In the quotation ftom Rupert 
against Caffey it was there stated ,that as long as the act 
of Congress was not arbitrary", its decision as to what was 
and what was not intoxicating would be accepted by the 
Supreme Court. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for another 
question? 

Mr. BECK. No; I cannot yield any further. I would 
like to. I have great esteem for the gentleman from Texas. 
I hold him in so high a regard that I think he is a man of 
exceptional courage in this House, and it delights me always 
when he arises as he sometimes does, when he is in a minor
ity of one. Another Athanasius contra mundum. He always 
has the manhood to stand up for his convictions, and if I 
had time, I should like Mr. BLANTON to interrogate me to 
the very end, although I am nat unappreciative how sharp 
and possibly unanswerable some of his questions might 
well be. 

I was about to say that this question of what is intoxi
cating liquor is necessarily a legislative question, because 
it turns upon a consideration of relativity. By "relativity" 
I mean that the alcoholic content that would intoxicate a 
child would never intoxicate a grown man, so that legisla
tive wisd{)m must take the usual uses by normal men under 
normal circumstances, and then determine what is within 
the mischief of the first section of the eighteenth amend
ment, as a difficult and very practical question. Beer at 
3.2 might conceivably intoxicate some people, and especially 
if used to great excess. I will illustrate, if you will allow 
me to break up the seriousness of this debate, with a little 
story which so illustrates the point of the intoxicating char
acter of the beer, that with that I can rest my argument 
that this Congress is constitutionally competent to pass 
upon it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BEcK] has expired. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I yield 3 additional minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. BECK. The story deals with the case of a man who 
was on trial in a criminal court, and the defense was that 
he was intoxicated, and therefore irresponsJ."ble; and the 
proof was that he had taken a couple of bottles of beer. Its 
intoxicating power was denied. The issue then came 
whether taking a couple of bottles of beer would make a 
man intoxicated so that he would be mentally irresptinsible. 
They put a brewer on the stand as an expert on that ques
tion. Thereupon the district attorney interrogated him as 
follows: 

Q. What is your na.me?-A. My name is Jacob Schmidt. 

I use an imaginary name. 
Q. What is your business?-A. I am a brewer. 
Q. Do you know anything about the qualities of beer?-A. Veil, 

I told you I was a brewer. 
Q. How many bottles of beer do you drink ?-A. Vell, I get up 1n 

tlie morning and at breakfast I may take 3 or 4 liters of beer. 
Then after breakfast I go down to my brewery and· I sample my 
goods with the customers. Vell, I may take 8 or 10 liters of beer 
1n the morning. I go home for lunch and I have SOI!le beer with 
the soup, some beer with the salad, beer with the meat, some with 
the cheese, and with the dessert. I sit down for some pinochle, 
and I might drink 5 or 6 liters of beer. Then I go back to the 
brewery, and I might drink some more liters of beer. I come home 
to dinner and I have some more beer at the dinner, and after 
dinner I play some more pinochle. Vell, I may drink 8 or 10 
llters of beer. 

The district attorney interrupted by saying: 
Now, stop a minute. I have been checking up on you, and I 

find you drink, according to your statement, about 48 liters of 
beer a day. 

The brewer replied: 
_ Veil, it might be more or it might be less, but I drink about 

48 or 50 llters a day. 
Q. Now, with that knowledge, Will you kindly tell his honor 

and the jucy whether a man could get drunk on beer2 

· After some· moments fJf deliberation, Mr. Schmidt sol-
emnly replied: 

Veil, he might, but he would have to make a hog of himself. 

[Laughter.] 
I am very confident that the Supreme Court would not 

disturb 3.2 beer, and would accept it out of respect to a 
branch of the Government that had investigated it. . 

Leaving that argument aside, the term "intoxicating 
liquors " being the expression chosen, requires obviously a 
legislative definition. What do we mean by it? I gave one 
possible interpretation which carries the thing to such ex
tremes-! mean in prohibiting even the slightest trace of 
alcohol. I do not think that would ever be adopted. The 
fact is like the drawing of the deadline; the question of 
what is intoxicating liquor is a question of practical states
manship. As a question of practical statesmanship, what 
do we ·mean by it? Do we mean every pathological reaction 
to a glass of wine or beer, or do we mean something that 
goes much farther in disturbing the responsibility of a man 
who drinks it? 

The difference between the two I can illustrate by one 
quotation from the Scriptur~s. and by another from another 
form of scripture to me, and that is Shakespeare. 

The Scriptures say, "Wine that maketh glad the heart 
of man." Everybody knows, if •you take a glass of wine, 
unless you are not normal, there is a sense of well-being. 
If you felt unkindly to the world, if you take a glass of 
wine you will have a little more kindly view afterwards. 
You can see that in any public banquet. 

Tired business men in the big cities came in in the old 
days. They would be silent and morose in having to come 
out to a public dinner; but by the time they had a glass of 
wine, there was a crescendo in the conversation; and by the 
time the speakers arose, their auditors could follow with a 
quickened intelligence what the speakers were saying, and 
the joke that might not have seemed so funny before they 
drank champagne suddenly became witty. 

It is the attitude embodied in the scriptural phrase, 
"Wine that maketh glad the heart of man." 

It has had that recognized effect from the dawn of his
tory down. Nothing is so amazing to me that whereas in 
Syria and Palestine the wine vintage was the glad celebra
tion of the year, we should take the Puritanical ground-that 
wine is so bad that one is subject to the danger of going 
to jail for merely possessing it. But that is another 
question. 

What was the Shakespearean quotation to which I desire 
to call your attention? It was that pathetic scene in 
Shakespeare's Othello, where Iago got Cassia drunk and 
that part of the story turned the whole story of Othello 
and Desdemona in a tragic channel. Cassia, at a pathetic 
moment, said: 

0 God! that men should put an enemy in their mouths, to steal 
away their braJ.ns! 

You cannot misunderstand what that means. That means 
that intoxication has taken away a man's brain and he is 
no longer responsible. He may be maudlin, silly, provok
ing quarrels, or dead to the world. Now, I do _not say 
that intoxicating liquors mean only that whi~h carries to 
the full Cassia's lament. I say as a measure of practical 
statesmanship, in defining intoxicating liquor, you must 
somehow draw a line· as a practical matter between that 
which really will abate the great mischief which the eight
eenth amendment has done and which will leave men to 
lead their lives in their own way, without undue interfer
ence of government. You cannot define that. That is one 
of my illustrations. You cannot put in words a line of 
demarcation. It has to be by exclusion and inclusion. Of 
course, I am not contending now that intoxicating liqum·s 
mean only liquors that would not intoxicate if used by a. 
normal man in a normal way. 

I was about to say-and I am almost through, because I 
have trespassed too long upon your patience-! was about 
to say that when you come to the question of malted liquors. 
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of a percentage of 3.2, I have already indicated my opinion 
that it is within the field of legislative discretion. 

The question then is, Within the field of legislative discre
tion, what should the individual legislator do under his obli
gation to support the eighteenth amendment? You cannot 
argue from the extreme case, whether a 1-month-old infant 
would be affected by one half of 1 percent, or in another 
case a man would have such a prodigious absorbing capacity 
he could drink many bottles of beer without being affected 
at all. You cannot take extreme cases. As a matter of 
practical statesmanship, you must take the problem as a 
whole, you must reasonably consider that which is within 
the mischief and that which is without it; and as to that 
I think it is a matter of common knowledge that beer of 
that content has been used all over the world by large num
bers of people without any possible harm, and all of this 
talk as to the terrible toxic character is contradicted by a 
volume of medical testimony. The fact of the matter is that 
wholesome beer is a nutritious and valuable food to the 
human body. 

In a beer with a moderate alcoholic content, like 3.2 per
cent, you can imagine a very extreme case where a man could 
drink so excessively that he might be visibly affected, but you 
cannot legislate for a nation of 120,000,000 people upon 
remote and supposititious cases. You must strike a fair bal
ance of human experience, and in that balance 3.2 percent, 
in my judgment, is not intoxicating within the meaning of 
the eighteenth amendment. At all events, it is within the 
field of the legislative power of Congress and would be 
respected as such by the courts. 

Let me say a final word. I am sorry that two Members 
are not here to share in this triumph of the great American 
ideal of individual freedom from excessive governmental in
terference with the right of a man to order his own life. 
When I first came into the House, only a little group of about 
30 men were vainly attempting to abate _ the drastic ex
cesses of the Volstead law. We have seen a great change. 
But of that little group of 30 that fought an apparently 
hopeless fight, there were two, who are not here today, to 
whose great service I want to pay my tribute. One is the 
late Member from Maryland, Mr. Linthicum, who was al
ways foremost in the fight, even when the fight seemed to 
be hopeless. The other was our former colleague, who for
tunately is still among the living, Mr. LaGuardia, of New 
York. [Applause.] The victory for a greater freedom is 
also due in no small measure to him. 

I have not had time to confer with my colleagues on the 
Republican wet side, but I hazard, without any hesitation, 
the statement that all Republican wets will loyally support 
this measure. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has again expired. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, I may state in explana
tion that it was out of courtesy I extended time to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, because it was not my turn to 
extend; but the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREAD
WAY] having left the room, I wanted the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania to tell that delightful beer story, so I extended 
him the time. 

Mr. BECK. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. CROWTHER. At this time, Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 

minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RieHL 
Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the President sent a 

message to Congress for the purpose of raising revenue for 
our much-depleted Treasury by legalizing beer which would 
be in conformity to the Volstead Act and the eighteenth 
amendment. 

I think when the President sent that message to Congress 
he felt a bill would be presented for the particular purpose 
of legalizing beer which would be in conformity with the 
eighteenth amendment and the Volstead Act. 

I have made up my mind since I have been in Congress 
that I would do the right thing so far as our country was 
concerned. I have tried to vote independently since I have 
been here. I wanted to support the President of the United 

States at this particular time in things that were necessary; 
but I believe, Mr. Speaker, a mistake is being made today 
in the submission to Congress of a bill legalizing 3.2 beer 
by weight or 4 percent by volume. 

Previous to my coming to Congress at this last session I 
discussed this matter quite fully with men who had pre
viously been engaged in the brewing of beer. They told me 
that never in the history of brewing during their time did 
they find it necessary to have legalized beer with an alco
holic content greater than 2.75 percent, believing that that 
was essential to meet the wants, desires, and wishes of the 
people who liked beer. 

During the last session of Congress we discussed the mat
ter of what the legal content of beer should be, and I do 
not believe that more than 2.75 beer was requested by those 
who were desirous of having real beer. They also suggested 
that it be taxed $8 and $10 a barrel. 

Notwithstanding the statement just made about alcoholic 
content and tax, what do we find ourselves confronted with 
at this time? 

That wise, deliberate, and judicious body, the Committee 
on Ways and Means, at the last session of Congress, came 
to the conclusion that beer wi-th an alcoholic content of 3.2 
by weight, or 4 percent by volume, was not intoxicating 
when in fact the people engaged in the manufacture of beer 
caused the law to be enacted which declared one-half of 
1 percent beer was intoxicating in fact in bygone years. 
Where did the Ways and Means Committee attain the wis
dom and knowledge in such a short time that 4 percent beer 
was not intoxicating? 

Just because in olden days the brewers and saloon keepers 
did not obey the law is the reason the eighteenth amend
ment was enacted into law. 

If the Members of this House today are going to try to 
give the people of this country a better place in which to 
live through the medium of this bill, they are not using 
good common sense. Such legislation will only tend to make 
of this country a debauched nation and cause its people to 
become drunkards again. With conditions in this country 
such as they are today, with the automobiles and the trucks 
that are on the highways, great loss of life is bound to result. 
When a truck driver gets 3 or 4 glasses of this beer inside 
him and then tries to wiggle a big truck up and down 
the highway, he is going to kill more people than you have 
any idea of, and this will be a reflection on you fellows who 
vote for a beer bill of this kind. I tell you if you are going 
to try to help make this country a better place in which to 
live, you ought to get some real good common sense and try 
to put through a bill different frem this one. You must see 
that the people do not become drunkards. Limit the alco
holic content to 2.75 percent. 

I believe this bill is absolutely wrong, and I say this not 
because I do not want to see a bill of this kind enacted if 
it would be the right thing to do, but I do not believe it is 
the right thing to do, and I shall certainly oppose it. 

Duririg President Wilson's administration, and because of 
the war emergency, saloons were done away with and the 
eighteenth amendment was enacted into law, yet today 
when we are in as great an emergency you are going to put 
back into the Constitution language that will legalize beer 
that is going to make for drunkards, that is going to ruin 
homes, that is going to make mothers and children weep 
because their fathers are out drinking this damnable stuff. 

Now, you know it is wrong. Use a little more common 
sense and a little more good, sound-business principle. I 
feel sure the Supreme Court will declare this bill unconsti
tutional. Try to do the thing that is going to help our 
country instead of trying to do the thing that will damn 
it. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen

tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O'MALLEY]. 
Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I consider this the great

est moment of my life, coming from Milwaukee, as I do, that 
I am able to make my first appearance on the floor of the 
House in favor of good beer. 
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It was stated today that beer was one of the things the 

American people did not want. I know that beer was the 
sole issue in my State on which the Demoeratic Party car
ried the State. In my district I believe there were 95 votes 
cast for the prphibition ticket out of a total of 160,000. 

I do not believe I am old enough to recall the saloon. 
We have heard a lot of remarks about the saloon. I do not 
know what the saloon was, but I do know that whatever 
the saloon was it is far preferable to me than the brothels, 
speak-easies, crime, and racketeering that we have had 
under prohibition. [Applause.] 

This is the first measure that has come before this ex
traordinary session that has to do with employment. This 
is the first measure we have been asked to pass upon by 
the President of the United States that will restore employ
ment not only in my district but in a great many other 
districts in the United States. 

Everything that is to be said abcmt beer has been said by 
men far abler than myself. I grew up with beer. I have 
not sufficient time to talk about it, but I know that if this 
bill is passed it will restore employment in Wisconsin and 
a great many other States of the Union. Not only will it 
restore employment, but it will give us prosperity. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin EMr. FREAR]. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, three of President Roosevelt's 
messages, accompanied by tentative bills, have reached the 
House within the first week following his induction into 
office. All are measures of vital importance in an effort to 
conquer the unprecedented business depression; all w'ill oe 
passed without a shadow of partisanship, a relief from the 
spirit evidenced throughout last session, and all will pass 
with an expedition never before known in legislative history. 

The bank holiday and gold embargo bill was passed with
out a dissenting vote on the same day it was introduced, an 
unheard-of proceeding. The economy and bureau consoli
dation bill in the House was refused any right to needed 
amendments, but these amendments should be added in the 
Senate. The two bills will become laws this week. A third 
message with accompanying bill asking for an estimated 
$200,000,000 annual license and tax fee from sale of" nonin
toxicating" beer will pass Congress this same week. Two 
distinguished colleagues of my committee will join me in 
their first v-ote for a measure of this character. 

Within the past 30 days three important reversals in 
Government policy have occurred with the liquor problem, 
second in importance only te that of business depression. 
They have forcibly brought to notice a Nation-wide break
down in law enforcement that threatens to throw away the 
last barriers against existing lawlessness. Overwhelming 
passage by Congress of the repeal of the eighteenth amend
ment was closely followed a week ago by official announce
ment from the Federal enforcement bureau it would refuse 
any longer to curb speak-easies, successors of the old-time 
saloon, and lastly comes a legalizing bill for 3.2 percent 
beer that is before us today. ' 

This so-called "beer bill", aided by both Federal and 
State licenses, should aid in eliminating the speak-easy and 
give far better law enforcement than now exists. That is 
the only hope for law enforcement, since a new Government 
policy of " hands off " has been undertaken, and it is this 
new policy I desire briefly to discuss because of the responsi
bility it places on the lawmaking body of the Nation. 

The repeal measure passed the House on February 20; 
the others followed as a natural sequence. 

ABANDONMENT OF FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT AGAINST SPEAK-EASIES 

On March 8 the Federal Prohibition Bureau u transferred" 
to local authorities in the States the problem of speak
easies. Many States to date, with more to follow after vot
ing for repeal of the eighteenth amendment, will refuse any 
liquor enforcement laws. 

I quote from an Associate~ Press report: 
WASHINGTON.-The Bureau of Prohibition directed its agents 

today to specialize on eradicating the sources of liquor supply 
and to leave the problem of speak-easies to the States. 

In making this known, the Director of the Prohibition Bureau, 
Amos W. W. Woodcock, said it was made necessary by the fact that 
the appropriation bill for the next fiscal year provided no funds 
for the purchase of evidence against speak-easies. 

ACTIVITIES RESTRICTED 
Restrictions on activities of prohibition agents were written into 

the supply bill for the Justice Department by Congress at the 
recent session. 

In addition. the amount for prohibition enforcement was re
duced from $10,250,000 for the present fiscal year to $8,440,000 for 
the 12-month period beginning July 1. 

" The great bulk of complaints which reach this omce and reach 
the field omce are in regard to speak-easies," Woodcock said. 

" In the future the ofil.cials of this bureau must refer such 
complaints, in the main, to the local authorities. It is to make 
this fact clear that this statement is made." 

A letter from the bureau confirms the above statement. 
WISCONSIN HAS NO ENFORCEMENT LAWS-MAY RUN WIDE OPEN 

Ray Nye, head of the local prohibition omce, had not received 
the Woodcock order this morning. 

Since Wisconsin and :Madison have no enforcement law, it is 
believed that the order means, in effect, that speak-easies can run 
wide open without Federal interference in this city. (Capital 
Times, Madison, Wis.) 

I.p the Nation's Capital the Herald, carrying the bureau 
announcement, says: 

Washington's speak-easies can run wide open unless the District 
of Columbia Commissioners. meeting in special session with police 
officials, can find funds for spying and evidence purposes. The 
commissioners themselves privately admit that they believe such 
funds to be nonexistent. 

This was the effect here of the Federal Prohibition Bureau's 
action in placing the machinery for enforcing prohibition. so far 
as speak-easies are concerned, entirely in the hands of local au
thorities. This virtually amounts to ·local option throughout the 
Nation. 

Among States voting for repeal I quote from this morn
ing's Post to indicate repeal of State enforcement laws will 
now be the ru1e: 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ENDS ITS DRY ENFORCEMENT 
SPRINGFIELD, ILL., March 13.-State enforcement of prohibition 

in illinois ceased today. 
Gov. Henry Horner signed bills repealing State search and seiz

ure act and the illinois prohibition law, putting the duty of regu
lating liquor tramc in the State upon the Federal Government 
until such time as the legislature adopts new regulations. 

That means practically no Federal nor State enforcement 
hereafter against speak-easies, which, according to the bu
reau, include "the great bulk of complaints" and are the 
worst offenders. 
PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT URGES PASSAGE OF A NONINTOXICATING BEER BILL 

On March 13 President Roosevelt sent the following mes
sage to the Congress: 

I recommend to the Congress the passage of legislation for the 
immediate modification of the Volstead Act in order to legalize the 
manufacture and sale of beer and other beverages of such alcoholic 
content as is permissible under the Constitution; and to provide 
through such manufacture and sale, by substantial taxes, a proper 
and much-needed revenue for the Government. 

I deem action at this time to be of the highest importance. 
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, !tfarch 13, 1933. 

That message was sent to Congress yesterday. The House 
will pass the bill today, pursuant to the President's demand. 

Mr. Speaker, by sweeping passage of the eighteenth
amendment-repeal resolution in both branches of Congress, 
above stated, the country faces a bitter and often-losing 
battle regu1arly urged for Federal law-enforcement funds. 
States ratifying repeal, including my own State of Wiscon
sin, because of public sentiment presumably will have no 
State or local enforcement laws with which to prohibit the 
manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquors or control of 
speak-easies. 

During the pending repeal campaign in 48 States, one side 
to secure, the other to prevent 36 States from ratifying re
peal of the eighteenth amendment, State enforcement in dry 
States alone will be possible. In other States for a number 
of years speak-easies, bootleggers, racketeers, gangsters, and 
lawlessness will rapidly increase. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT COMES WITH LICENSE 

A licensed system for legally found nonintoxicants is the 
only proposed method of securing Federal and local enforce-
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ment laws to control a traffic of world-wide experimenta
tion for centuries. That is the pronouncement of Colonel 
Woodcock, Director of Prohibition. A letter from the Fed
eral enforcement officer says: 

It is an interesting fact • • • as bearing on the help 
licensed places may give against unlicensed places, that there has 
been one group most earnest in its desire for better enforcement 
against speak-easies, and that is the legitimate sellers of legitimate 
medicinal liquor. 

That was the experience of prosecuting officers with driv
ing out " blind pigs " and other unlicensed sellers prior to 
the eighteenth amendment. Help came from licensed 
dealers. 

Based en experience as a public prosecutor for many years 
prior to passage of the eighteenth amendment, and as a 
Member of the House before and ever since the amendment 
was passed, and with knowledge of many battles waged in 
Congress over repeal, I submit there is but one course left, 
during the interim, to insure enforcement of law. That is 
by licensing " permissible under the Constitution ", to use 
the words of the President. 

My own record is known to my colleagues. Now that 
Congress has spoken on repeal, and the President has urged 
the licensing of nonintoxicating beer, what is our duty 
when confronted with an abandonment of prosecutions 
against speak-easies, the country's worst lawbreakers? I can 
not believe that the President of the United States is going 
to violate his oath of office when he signs his name to this 
bill. I think he is just as conscientious as any Member. 
This is certainly to be assumed. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. I cannot yield now. I want to make a 

statement and when I get through I shall yield. My col
leagues on the :floor of the House, on the Democratic as 
well as the Republican side, know I am always willing to 
yield when I have the time, but until I make my point on 
law enforcement understood, I cannot yield. 

I understand the position of the gentleman from Texas, 
I know he is sincere and honest, but I would like to ask 
him, What could you accomplish by defeating this bill? It 
is legislation to help wipe out the .speak-easy. 

Mr. BRITTEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. Briefly; certainly. 
Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Woodcock the other day indicated 

that he was not going to enforce the prohibition laws 
against the hotels or clubs, and other places where liquor 
can be had at any time during the hours of the day and 
night. 

Mr. FREAR. I understand. The speak-easies that dis
pense hard liquor will not be worried over Federal inter
ference and I understand there are a hundred thousand 
speak-easies running without danger of interference. 

I have in mind another never-to-be-forgotten occasion 
when we had to decide an issue of vast importance. 

OPPOSED TO WORLD WAR BUT ONCE IN WE HAD TO WIN 

Representatives in Congress represent their Nation, State, 
and district, and that obligation is more solemn than any 
personal consideration. During the hectic period 16 years 
ago when war was declared, I voted against embroiling 
100,000,000 Americans in that foreign war. Ready to sup
port with the last life and last dollar against foreign in
vasion, I refused to plunge our country into a World War 
conflict on the hypocritical pretense it was a war " to end 
all wars." "Freedom of the seas" when traveling in a 
closely policed war zone was fiercely demanded by men 
certain to be exempted from personal injury in battle, and 
our desks were piled high with demands, threats, and argu
ments voiced by professedly 100 percent patriots, who pro
fessed fear of capture by the German Kaiser but frequently 
were moved by international mercenary powers here and 
abroad, financially interested in that war. Others were 
honestly sincere for war, but I believe 80 percent of our 
people were opposed to that war declaration by Congress 
during a war hysteria. 

General Sherwood, hero of 45 battles during the Civil 
War, Democratic leader Kitchin, and others •. frequently of 
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more marked army e~rperience than my own 16 years of 
military service, joined in opposition to that declaration 
of war. Superpolitical patriots then, as "superhonest" 
opportwlsts of today, were on duty pointing the finger of 
scorn. Unjust denunciation then, as now, directed at Mem
bers of Congress served to destroy faith and confidence in 
officials and in effect divided efforts that should have been 
united. 

Washington's protests against foreigri entanglements and 
their certain consequences predicted a century and a half 
ago were verified during the European war by enormous 
losses to our people of more than $35,000,000,000 in money 
and proportionate losses in suffering and in men. Without 
gaining 1 foot of territory, or 1 word of world friendship, 
the United States, now in distress, is heavily in debt, yet 
greeted by condemnation and repudiation of their debts by 
our European allies. 
ANOTHER WARCLOUD HANGS OVER EUROPE TODAY, WE SHOULD KEEP OUT 

Once in war we had to win and I supported every measure 
to bring about that result in 1917. Today this country is 
suffering the logical results of that war declaration. An
other critical chapter in our history is about to be rewritten 
because of the repeal resolution passed by Congress last 
session, and virtual abandonment of law enforcement. 

Unpopularity of an issue today may be welcomed by the 
people of tomorrow and the reverse is true, and often it 
requires intestinal strength to face abuse and public 
misunderstanding. 

I voted against war. Some Members said it took courage 
to do it. I have never claimed credit for so doing nor have 
I ever apologized for that vote. When once in war we had 
to win. When law enforcement is withdrawn because of 
lack of public sentiment we have to take the responsibility 
and act. 

I can see only one way to bring about law enforcement, 
and this is the way. 

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. I yield. 
Mr. GREEN. I wonder if the gentleman shares the view, 

as I know some do, that if beer is permitted it will be in fact 
a vote tcward temperance, in that the public may become 
aroused so that they will not repeal the eighteenth amend
ment? 

Mr. FREAR. I do not know what effect it may have in 
that direction any more than any other Member on the 
:floor of the House. One can easily make predictions, but 
if it should have that effect I believe it would be fortunate. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. I yield. 
Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Granting that what the gen-

tleman says is true-
Mr. FREAR. It is true. 
Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Then why pass this bill? 
Mr. FREAR. In order to limit rights of sales to those 

having licenses from the Federal and local governments. 
This bill proposes to legalize sale of nonintoxicants, to 
prevent the return of the old-time saloon. Everyone pos
sessing a license will, for his own protection, seek to drive 
out the lawless speak-easy. That has been the experience of 
every prosecutor. 

Next to war and world-wide depression we are confronted 
with a Nation-wide solution of the liquor problem and break
down of law enforcement. After long struggles and acri
monious debates Congress voted overwhelmingly for repeal 
of the eighteenth amendment. Irrespective of the merits of 
that issue, in which all other are conceded equal sincerity, 
the course to be taken must now be determin~d. 

PAST EXPERIENCE AND FUTURE COURSE 

What is the situation after about 15 years of endeavor to 
enforce the prohibition amendment? With every legal facil
ity afforded, the problem of enforcement has continued to 
be ineffective. Without future enforcement funds or strong 
laws supported by public sentiment, State or National, Con
gress is faced with a grave responsibility. Bootleggers, high
jackers, racketeers, gangsters, and other criminals now find 
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headquarters in thousands of speak-easies in practically 
every State. Not content with open, flagrant violations of 
law, these criminals, through fear, bribes, and other influ
ences, frequently control law officers and public sentiment. 
Enforcement officers and others familiar with the facts say 
these speak-easies are frequented by boys and girls of tender 
age, mingling with old rounders of both sexes. Hip-pocket 
:flasks, drunkeness, immoralities, lawlessness never before 
encountered by American youth undermines the standards 
and character of millions of future citizens. Now that en
forcement is to be practically abandoned and restraint 
thrown to the winds in criminal speak-easies, what will 
·occur during years of campaigning for repeal of the 
amendment? 

Speaking personally, my support has been given to all 
law-enforcement measures in the past and as consistently 
against weakening of the law. By its sweeping repeal vote 
Congress practically serves notice it largely nullifies future 
adequate appropriations for Federal law enforcement. Many 
States supporting repeal of the eighteenth amendment will 
take like action, or have already done so, leaving enforce
ment to a few scattered States. 

What will occur when local enforcement and Federal en
forcement are both abandoned? If 36 States do not favor 
repeal, what course is to be taken during the years of wait
ing without enforcement laws or without public sentiment 
to relieve existing conditions? Ratification of repeal is for 
the States to determine, but Congress has its own responsi
bility for law enforcement. 

PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT URGES THIS BILL 

The President asks Congress to enact a bill to aid reve
nues, by legalizing and licensing nonintoxicating beer. Malt 
liquors, it is urged, are separated from spirituous drinks in 
use and by laws of many countries of the world. Our own 
people, with habits formed abroad or possibly here, see no 
evil and feel no more harmful results from beer and wine 
than do we from coffee or tea. 

Laws cannot be made effective against both buyer and 
seller, nor can they be enforced when limited to either one. 
An inherent weakness of the eighteenth amendment lies in 
finding crime exists with manufacturers and sellers of 
liquors but not with equally responsible purchasers. The 
law of demand and supply in the liquor traffic is as fixed 
as that of supply and demand in other cases. If it is a 
crime to supply, it is a crime to accept. World-wide experi
ence has so proven. 

Arguments over 3.2 percent beer as a nonintoxicant have 
been frequently presented in the House. Spirituous liquors 
have 50 per cent alcohol or sixteen times 3 per cent. 

Speaking from a fairly long experience as public prose
cutor, I well remember that more than one half of the 
many lawbreakers convicted of crime claimed it was com
mitted under the influence of spirituous liquors. None ever 
attributed crime to malt beverages. 

Expert evidence has been offered to prove that a nominal 
alcoholic content is not intoxicating. I am not authority 
for or against that contention but firmly believe no cowt 
of last resort will hold that a slight content in either beer, 
wine, or cider will be unconstitutional. High courts do not 
strain at a gnat and swallow a camel. 

Courts have common and judicial knowledge of well
known facts. They know that both national political par
ties spoke for repeal of the eighteenth amendment at their 
conventions last year; that, whether wisely or not, by an 
overwhelming vote both Houses of Congress, a coordinate 
branch of the Government, recently expressed their will by 
an overwhelming majority for repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment; that due to present nation-wide liquor viola
tions a large majority of the States will ratify repeal; that 
in these States and also other States countless thousands of 
speak-easies are now unlawfully vending 100 percent or 50 
percent alcoholic moonshine and other hard liquors; that 
another coordinate branch of the Government--the execu
tive-has asked Congress to enact a bill legalizing and 
licensing beer. 

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF A BEER BILL 

Irrespective of technical expert opinions courts cannot 
ignore a repeal law recently passed by Congress and urged 
by the Executive. Nor will they ignore possibly hundreds 
of thousands of unlicensed, lawless speak-easies or the effect 
of lawfully declared nonintoxicants in bringing about law 
enforcement. Courts do not set aside laws enacted by Con
gress excepting where clearly unconstitutional. 

In the RECORD of January 27, 1923, I cited many decisions 
to the House illustrative of this fact. Mr. Justice Chase 
declared: 

I! the court have such power (to set aside laws), I am free to 
declare I will never exercise it but in a very clear case. 

Justice Miller, one of my old-time university law profes
sors, while a member of the Supreme Court, said in the Legal 
Tender case~: 

A due respect for the coordinate branch of Government requires 
that we shaU decide it has transcended its powers only when it 1s 
so plain we cannot avoid the duty. 

Former Chief Justice Waite, in Ninety-ninth United States 
Reports, page 718, said significantly: 

Every possible presumpth:m is in favor of a statute and this 
continues until the contrary is shown beyond a rational doubt. 
One branch of the Government cannot encroach on the domain 
of another without danger. The safety of our institutions de
pends in no small degree on a strict observance of this salutary 
rule. 

Back in the days when the court had a high respect for 
Congress Chief Justice MarshalL in Fletcher against Beck, 
laid down the rule that-

The question whether a law is void for its repugnancy to the 
Constitution is at all times a quest~on of much delicacy which 
ought seldom, if ever, to be decided in the affirmative in a doubtful 
case. 

These brief extracts from among Supreme Court decisions 
indicate the trend of opinions by members of ~ur highest 
court. I am not interested in proving the case-that is for 
others to undertake; . but from knowledge of other like de
cisions I believe the Supreme Court will accept the judg
ment of Congress, a coordinate branch of the Government, 
on this 3.2 alcoholic-content bill. 

REVENUE TO BE DERIVED FROM LICENSING 

With mounting taxes a proposed new annual beer-license 
Federal revenue of between one and two hundred million 
dollars, according to estimates, will be collected from a beer 
bill. That revenue feature urged by the Executive will help 
relieve present distress but, far more important, it will 
necessarily bring local support from those licensed to sell to 
drive out speak-easies with all their demoralizing infiuenca 
on society in general and especially on our youth. 

Education and instruction as to intemperance evils will 
give understanding against modern speak-easies and old
time saloons which have been condemned by the Wicker
sham report and by two national conventions that pledged 
they will not return. Punishing sellers and not receivers has 
failed in enforcement. Personally, I believe control by law 
and legal protection for dry States should be substituted for 
existing lawlessness certain to occur during the interim of 
the pending struggle among the States for and against 
repeal. 

I am aware that sincere men and women declare that 36 
States will never consent to repeal, that for years to come 
no law enforcement will be had in possibly two thirds or 
more of the 48 States because of that belief. The admoni
tion of Lincoln is well to remember that this Government 
cannot long exist half slave and half free, and that a house 
divided against itself will fall. I do not apprehend such 
results with a country that has weathered many storms, but 
I do believe, without any liquor enforcement laws, no gov
ernment like ours can exist in peace because of the conse
quent reign of crime certain to result. That warning comes 
to us during this unlimited period of repeal discussions by the 
States. 

It is the duty of all to use their influence, whether great or 
small in securing passage of active enforcement laws to con-



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 387 
trol the crime wave and place our country on the road to 
recovery. The passage of this bill, in effect, should make 
licenseees enforcement agen:ts against speak-easies and other 
nonlicensed places. 

Ours is the only Government left with prohibitory laws. 
Governments depend for existence on law enforcement, for 
without enforcement comes chaos. Lack of laws and of 
existing police power will confront this country until public 
sentiment supports enforcement. When the declaration of 
war occurred all thereafter joined to win the war. In a 
war against crime, laws and authorized enforcement must 
be had during the campaign for repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment. Passage of the bill asked by the President will 
bring licenses, and licenses will aid to prevent lawlessness. 
That is the issue here presented. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. UTTERBACK]. 

Mr. UTrERBACK. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentle
men of the House, my election in Maine was the result of 
my declaration on April 4 that I stood absolutely for the 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment, and I further made 
this statement, that I would rather go down to defeat with 
a statement honestly made on the prohibition issue than be 
elected on a side-stepping-issue campaign. 

My opponent had been Governor of Maine for 4 years, and 
was a pronounced dry, and yet during the 4 years of 
his administration he never made even a gesture toward 
enforcing prohibition. 

Prohibition has been written into the Constitution of the 
State of Maine for 80 years, and it has always been referred 
to by temperance people as " What a wonderful situation 
exists in Maine." May I say to the distinguished gentleman 
from Kansas that when, as a traveling man, I went through 
Kansas 30 and 35 years ago, there was not a hotel in the 
length or breadth of that State where you could not procure 
liquor. [Applause.] 

The only difference was that in Maine it was hard stuff, 
and in Kansas, because. of its close proximity to St. Louis, 
they had beer. I am voting here today in favor of this bill 
because it expresses the will of my constituents in Maine. 
And let me say this, that I represent a district that is nor
mally over 30,000 Republican, and I won out on this prohibi
tion issue. [Applause.] 

Believing now that the cause of temperance can best be 
served by control rather than by prohibition, I am taking 
you back to 1914 and 1915, when, as mayor of Bangor, I 
fought earnestly for the enforcement of the Maine prohibi
tion law. I will first mention briefly conditions as they 
existed in 1914 to show that prohibition in Maine was then 
as much of a farce as it is at the present time with nation
wide prohibition. When I assumed office as mayor, regula
tions that had been exercised over the liquor business in 
Bangor by the police and sheriff's department for many 
years under the so-called " Bangor plan " had become lax. 
Restaurants were building private dining rooms for the 
liquor trade, gambling places were everywhere, and dives 
were flourishing, with the result that a very serious and 
almost uncontrollable condition had developed. Every ap
peal made to people known to be behind this illegitimate 
business fell on deaf ears. The so-called" political bosses", 
in league with this crime element in 1914, told me, as mayor, 
"to go to hell,'' that they would do as they pleased. I ac
cepted their challenge and found at that time that the police 
listed 181 places of all sorts and conditions where liquor was 
being sold. Raids were made, and improved conditions were 
eventually brought about, but for a short time only, for with 
a change of administration the liquor interests again ruled, 
and Bangor again became a wide-open town, despUe our 
almost century-old Maine prohibition law. May I briefly 
tell you of my efforts for enforcement of the prohibition law 
as reported by Bangor papers at that time? I quote from 
the News, under date of July 9, 1914. "Mayor Replies to 
Bangor's Ministers' Conference " is the headline: 

If city council will appropriate $5,000 for the work, he will 
enforce prohibitory law through a special police squad. 

Again I quote, from the News or Jnly 24. The headlines
City council refuses money for enforcement; 27 opposed to 

granting the request of ministers' conference and 1 1n favor. 

From the article itself I quote: 
The appropriation was asked by th~ ministers' conference, which 

was represented by Prof. Calvin M. Clark, of the Bangor Theo
logical Seminary. He almost literally stood alone, arguing his 
case with quiet dignity to a council that gave him no encourage
ment and to a crowd that was obviously hostile. Professor Clark 
stated, in answer to a question, that the ministers had previously 
appealed to the Governor and also the sherifl' of the county to 
enforce the prohibitory law, but without success. 

You can see from this article that then, as now, prohibi
tion as on the statute books was not a popular law. A law, 
however, was on the books, and I felt that a concerted drive 
would go a long way toward remedying conditions as they 
existed, so I quote from the News of October 26. The article 
was headlined "Saloons Must Close." I quote: 

Without the slightest preliminary hint that anything of the 
kind was contemplated Mayor Utterback assembled the members 
of the police force on Sunday afternoon and informed them that 
on and after next Sunday, November 1, all saloons of Bangor must 
close and remain closed. There are to be no exceptions. His 
order applied equally to the lowest dive and the most elaborate 
and expensive bar. He had no interests to protect, and he was 
prepared to carry out this policy of absolute enforcement to the 
last day of his administration. The city must be as dry as human 
effort and ingenuity could make it. 

At a.bout this time, on a Tuesday night, before a great 
throng of delegates to the Forty-sixth Annual Convention of 
the Maine State Sunday School Association, the sessions of 
which were held in the Columbia Street Baptist Church, I 
repeated my statement that the saloons of Bangor must close 
November 1. During this address I made this statement, 
which I wish to quote: 

I wish to assure you of one thing, and I believe it 1s something 
the liquor dealers all know; just so long as I hold office I am going 
to use every effort to enforce the prohibition of the sale of liquor. 

Despite the applause with which this statement was met, 
despite the rising vote then taken to lend every support 
to my efforts as mayor of Bangor to enforce prohibition, 
my request for a compromise appropriation of $3,000, the 
council having denied .me the first request of $5,000, was 
presented to the council, with practically no outside support 
or aid, and the council again refused this appropriation. I 
quote from Bangor Daily News under date of November 8, 
headlines of-

Council smothers the· rum budget. Mayor's $3,000 war fund 
quickly nailed to the table 1n lower board. Hot replies to reform 
speech from throne. 

I quote: 
On mayor's $3,000 resolve for liquor enforcement some pointed 

remarks were made to the effect that the money could be much 
better expended among the city's poor. The resolve did not reach 
the upper board, having been strangled in the lower board, with 
only five voting in its favor. 

I quote from Bangor Commercial, January 19, 1915, head
lines of-

Aldermen say special enforcement should stop. Pass resolve 
asking mayor to discontinue expense of work. 

I quote: 
With but one dissenting voice the board of aldermen passed a 

resolve at the special meeting of the city council Monday evening 
expressing its opinion that any further expense to the city by 
special enforcement of the prohibitory law 1s entirely unnecessary. 

Without the support of the city council, with both Bangor 
newspapers bitterly assailing me, I fought alone the battle 
of Maine's prohibition law to the end of my term-even 
the ministers and church people lost their courage. I could 
have gracefully declined to attempt enforcement, when in 
July the council refused the $5,000 appropriation, or again in 
November, when they refused the $3,000 appropriation, or 
later in January, when the aldermen passed a resolution de
manding that I discontinue the battle against illegal ruri:l. 
During the heat of this battle there appeared in the Bangor 
Commercial, under date of November 13, 1914, an editorial 
referring to my address at a mass meeting which I called 
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at the city han to discuss the liquor-enforcement problem. 
This editorial said in part: 

One statement that the mayor makes is true, and that is that 
the prohibitory law 1s a. farce. In the past 60 years and more 
that it has been 1n force it has brought its continual crazes for 
fanatical enforcement, and of late years it has seemed the chief 
aim of the fanatical prohibitionist to crucify someone and put 
him in jail. Although Maine 1s a. strict prohibition State by law, 
the statistics prove that as large a percenta-ge of tntoxtca.ting 
liquor is used 1n Maine as 1n other States. Rigid enforcement 
shuts otr the use of light beers, and consequently we have the 
vile concoctions that are ofi'ered as substitutes in the dives that 
flourish under enforcement, where the men who come from for
eign countries for work 1n the woods and such labor get the 
horrible stufi' that sets them crazy, it being shown by the figures 
given at the meeting in city hall that nearly all the arrests for 
intoxication are those of people who are not citizens of Bangor. 
For more than 60 years prohibition has falled to prohibit, with 
conditions continually getting worse. The time is coming when 
Maine will falllnto line with her wiser sisters of the New England 
States and will enact a law for regulation, under which light 
beers will be sold and under whlch the dives will cease to flourish, 
as they have ceased to flourish 1n other States where they have 
regulation. 

This editorial referred to Maine prohibition. It could be 
written today referring to Nation-wide prohibition, and is, 
to my mind, in the light of my experiences during my term 
as mayor of Bangor, the most convincing evidence that con
trol supported by truly popular legislation is nearer to the 
solution of the liquor problem than is an unenforceable 
prohibition law on the statute books of the State or the 
Nation. 

I take no issue with sincere drys, but I do take exception 
to the political leaders who have. not the courage of their 
convictions. They dare not take the stand on prohibition 
that they know to be right. There are altogether too many 
of our lawmakers who do not dare follow their convic
tions or their conscience. Fear of losing an office prevents 
them from speaking the truth. 

I am no champion of the saloon, never have been. and 
never will be, and I hope it never returns. I do know, how
ever, from years of personal observation that the saloon 
under proper regulation would be a paradise in any com
munity as compared with the speak-easy and dives existing 
at the present time, under no control, with everybody, in
cluding law-enforcement officers, reconciled to the fact that 
prohibition is but a myth. I have faith in the future of 
Maine and in the future of our Nation. To my mind there 
is a real ray of hope in the fact that the American people 
to-day are doing a lot of serious thinking on the wisdom 
of prohibition as it now stands in the Constitution. I am. 
too, impressed with the fact that one can not deny-a most 
serious problem exists, affecting our boys and girls, with 
no control of the liquor situation under present prohibition
ary law conditions. 

Therefore why are we not honest with ourselves in admit
ting that prohibition, as actually operated, is a failure, that 
more liquor is being used and sold today than ever before, 
that despite the efforts of the Federal Government the eight
eenth amendment is not being enforced, that the bootleggers 
are prospering, that respect for law and order has never 
been at such a low ebb; and that crime and the reign of the 
racketeer have never been so pronounced. I think every 
student of our national problems will agree that it is strange, 
at least, for Senators and Congressmen to be playing political 
football with a Budget-balancing program, taxing the work
ingman and the farmer until they can be taxed no more, 
while millions of possible revenue from the manufacture of 
liquor go into the coffers of the underworld, and, on top of 
that, the Federal Government is paying out millions more 
for the upkeep of the prohibition army, their spotters, go
betweens, and underworld, undercover men. It has been my 
purpose to try to bring to you the fact that the general 
unpopularity of a prohibition act is in itself the defeat of 
that act. 

I am devoted to the cause of honest temperance but not to 
the hypocritical temperance as found in the operation of the 
eighteenth amendment. Personally, I believe that with 
liquor under proper control we can educate our children in 

the home, the school, and the church to a willing stand for 
the temperance cause and to a respect for the law. 

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. TARVERJ. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, the wet wave rolls again. 
High on its crest there is carried the flotsam and jetsam of 
professed principles to which some public men have always 
claimed adherence-carried as strength carries weakness, as 
power directed by purposeful force always overcomes vacil
lation and indecision, carried as the mere fragments of 
structures built upon the sands and which were never in
tended as anything else than !air-weather conveniences. 
The strength to resist its onslaught is quite evidently not to 
be found in Congress. In the face of its advance men have 
unhesitatingly abandoned stands upon which their entire 
political careers have been based. 

I was one of those who, publicly and privately, urged the 
people of my State to support the Democratic candidate 
for President in 1928, assuring them that, notwithstanding 
his views. the prohibition question would be determined by 
Congress, and asserting my faith that Congress was dry 
and would remain dry and that their own representatives 
would continue to vote dry. I meant it then, and while my 
expressed faith has been destroyed, yet so far as I am indi
vidually concerned I mean to be true to what I said then. 
I am one of those who supported, as strongly as I was able, 
President Roosevelt, just as I have always supported Demo
cratic candidates and always expect to, urging upon my con
stituents the viewpoint that both parties had wet platforms 
and promising that I would represent what I conceived to be 
the viewpoint of my people and what I knew and expressed 
as my viewPoint on this great question. I meant it then and 
I mean it now. No party platform can absolve me from a 
promise to my people nor from an obligation to be true to 
my convictions. 

This bill is not only in violation of the Constitution but 
proposes to bring back the open saloon, although the Demo
cratic platform carries as strong a protest against the return 
of the saloon as it does an appeal for the repeal of the 
eighteenth amendment and modification of the Volstead Act. 
Those who advocate rigid adherence to platforms made by 
politicians under the influence of yelling galleries in Chicago 
have turned thumbs down on all efforts to ban the saloon. 
They have forgotten that pledge, just as they have forgotten 
other pledges in that platform that have received no atten
tion from Congress as yet. 

There are sb·ong forces behind the movement for prohibi
tion repeal. There are millions of well-meaning but mis
taken people, but behind the movement, furnishing its 
strength, its sinews of war, are those who wish to make 
profits from the debauchery of their fellow men or save them
selves from taxes at the expense of the poor. Should the 
movement succeed, there will be set up again in most States 
the criminal oligarchies which formerly controlled the poli
tics of those States and which centered around the liquor 
business, and the National Capitol itself will be filled with 
their representatives. In my judgment, it will never be. 
The wave rolls high, but it will spend its force on the rock 
of a sound national opinion which may at times be swayed 
by paid propaganda, but which will recover its equilibrium 
and utterly destroy a thing which is itself calculated to 
destroy and not to build, to impoverish and not to relieve 
poverty, and to increase immeasurably the sufferings of our 
people. 

Something has been said about the attitude of the Direc
tor of Prohibition, Mr. Woodcock, who it appears has now 
abandoned his efforts to bring about enforcement of the 
prohibition laws insofar as they relate to speak-easies, 
because this House placed upon the appropriations made for 
his Bureau certain salutary and reasonable restrictions, in
tended to bring about respectable enforcement of the law. 
One of the troubles with prohibition enforcement today is 
the attitude of the Director of Prohibition, Mr. Woodcock, 
toward the enforcement of our prohibition laws. If he had 
been at all times in good faith sincerely endeavoring to 
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bring about respect for those laws, the sentiment which has 
arisen in this country in favor of repeal would not have 
reached the proportions it has today. 

The moving forces behind repeal of prohibition are in 
the main not the forces of law and order. 

Mr. Speaker, whenever men and women who have in good 
faith obeyed prohibition since its enactment, and who have 
sought to have others obey prohibition, come to Congress 
with what they conceive to be a better plan to deal with a 
recognized evil, I for one am willing to listen to them, but 
I am not willing to listen to those who have defied the laws 
of their country, rebelled against its Constitution, sought to 
have others disregard those laws, and who now come to Con
gress asking that we in effect throw around them a cloak 
of respectability that they do not deserve, by repealing the 
laws of which they have been the violators. The speak
easies of which gentlemen complain are not evils of pro
hibition. They are liquor evils; and their proprietors unani
mously join with other advocates of prohibition repeal. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. MEADJ. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, this 
is a memorable occasion for me-a happy one as well. It 
was on October 27, 1919, after the Clerk had read that his
toric message vetoing the Volstead law, sent to us by our 
great war President, that 55 men stood up in this House to 
sustain that veto. Only seven of those men are here today, 
and I am happy to tell you that I am one of them. [Ap
plause.] I opposed prohibition from that day to this. ·It 
took 13 years to vindicate the stand that we took that day, 
following as we were the lead of that great Democrat, 
philosopher, and idealist, Woodrow Wilson; and after 13 
years his message, too, is vindicated. [Applause.] Woodrow 
Wilson was right then, and President Roosevelt is right 
today, 

This is a good bill. It is a consistent measure. When we 
passed the first war-time prohibitory law we were informed 
that it was necessary because there was a shortage of crops 
over all the country, crops needed to feed our soldiers over
seas. Today the elevators of the Nation are jammed to 
capacity, with surplus crops that burden even the Treasury 
of the United States with interest and carrying charges. 
It is a timely measure designed to lighten the burden that is 
placed upon our Government. If prohibition was necessary 
then to conserve our crops, modification and repeal are 
necessary today to reduce our huge surplus. 

As to the question of its constitutionality, I think we can 
dismiss that feature of the discussion. The committee that 
reported the measure was guided by common sense, by 
human experience, by public opinion. These three in
fluences not only guided the committee, but they will guide 
this Congress--yes; they will sway this Congress. These 
influences guide and sway the destinies of nations. They 
leave their impression even upon the courts of every land. 
Public opinion is a tremendous force. It is most powerful. 
It was public opinion that swayed the great Democratic con
vention at Chicago, which by an overwhelming majority 
adopted as one of its major planks a ringing condemnation 
of the Volstead law and all of its evil ramifications. Today 
we are keeping faith with the American people. Today we 
are keeping faith with Democratic principles, and today, 
my friends, we enhance tbe standing and reputation of the 
Congress in the estimate of the American people. Today 
we are enacting a measure that is fundamentally sound, one 
that stands foursquare with the Democratic doctrine of 
State rights, a measure that will have a beneficial effect 
upon the economics of our day and time. Personal liberty 
will be a reality in America again. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from New York has expired. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California ~Mr. ELTSEl. 

Mr. ELTSE of California. Mr. Speaker, lest my position 
be misunderstood, let me say that in my campaign I stood 
for a resubmission of the prohibition issue to the people, 

but I do oppose this bill at this time for these reasons. I 
oppose it because the Nation at this time is in an economic 
crisis, and I do not believe that the low purchasing power 
of the masses of people should be diverted from the purchase 
of things that are the common necessaries of life to those 
which are nonessentials. 

In the second place, I oppose the bill because if 3.2 beer 
is not intoxicating, it will not satisfy those who have an 
appetite for something of greater alcoholic content. 

In the third place, I oppose it because my conviction is 
that 3.2 beer is in fact intoxicating; and if it is, this meas
ure is unconstitutional, and any measure designed to with
draw penalties froin its manufacture and sale would con
stitute an indefensible repeal of the eighteenth amendment 
by indirection. 

Furthermore, I oppose this bill because the passage of it 
will invite the return of the saloon, even in the face of 
planks in both the Republican and Democratic platforms. 
Much has been spoken for it as being a cure for the speak
easy. I take the position that it will open the speak-easy 
wide open. We will have a hundred of them where we have 
one today. We will not have any control of the speak-easy. 
They will be able to hide behind this act. 

In the last place, I oppose this bill because I have a pro
found respect for the Constitution of the United States. 
The other day I stood on this floor, in common with the rest 
of you, and swore to support that Constitution. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ELTsE] has expired. 

Mr. CULLEN. I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. CANNON J. 

Mr. C~ON of Wisconsin. Members of the House, I 
represent probably the greatest beer city in all the world. 
The beer that made Milwaukee famous, that was whole
somely brewed a few years ago, is known and was drunk 
by people in every corner of the earth. 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CANNON of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Did the gentleman ever hear 

of St. Louis? 
Mr. CANNON of Wisconsin. Only in this way, when it 

comes to making beer St. Louis is known as a suburb of Mil
waukee. [Laughter.] I still say that the beer brewed in 
Milwaukee is the greatest and most wholesome beer that 
has ever been brewed on the face of the earth [applause 
and laughter], and I do not back up for anybody on that 
question. 

If this beer bill is passed today, my friends, it will mean 
that between twenty and thirty thousand men in the county 
of Milwaukee will immediately be put back to work, and it 
will mean that the farmers in every State of this Nation 
will profit because they will immediately have a ready mar
ket for their products. [Applause.] 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CANNON of Wisconsin. I yield. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. With reference to the great

est beer ever put on earth, I advise the gentleman in about 
3 weeks to taste Budweiser. 

Mr. CANNON of Wisconsin. Yes; but the gentleman 
should try Schlitz first and he would never drink Budweiser. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

My friend from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] made a remark a. 
few moments ago, "Look what happened to Mr. Schafer, of 
Milwaukee, because he advocated the passage of a beer bill. 
Where is he today? " 

Well, I defeated Mr. Schafer, my friends. [Applause.] 
One of the reasons why I defeated him was because I ad
vocated a stronger beer than he did. [Laughter and ap
plause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. CANNON of Wisconsin. The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BLANTON l said he was an Irishman. I am glad he is. 
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He should be proud of it, but if he were a real Irishman
and I do not say this with any disrespect to him-he would 
be standing here advocating a stronger beer than is called 
for in this bill [Laughter.] 

My friends, the American people by their mandate last 
November have spoken, and it is the duty of this Congress 
to stand by the mandate of the people and not be guided 
by the hypocrisy that has swept over this country today, 
which seems to be here in Congress on one side of the aisle. 
[Applause and laughter.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin has again expired. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. O'CoNNoRL 

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I am in hearty sympathy 
with this bill, although there are some provisions in it that 
I should like to have changed. My purpose in taking the 
floor at this time is to keep the record clear, so that when 
the question arises in the future, if there is any opportunity 
to change it, those changes will be made. 

This bill is practically identical with the Blaine bill, which 
was reported to the Senate. It is patterned on my bill, 
H.R. 1697, which was introduced last Thursday, the day the 
Congress convened. It follows the method of approaching 
the subject by what is known as the "withdrawal method.'' 
That is, there is no enforcement under the National Prohibi
tion Act against beer and similar beverages up to 3.2 per
cent. I should like to see in the bill a declaration of this 
legislative body that the beer was not intoxicating in fact, 
although that is not as necessary in such a bill as it was 
in the Collier bill, which adopted the other method of 
direct legalization of such beer as the distinguished gentle
man from Pennsylvania has said he preferred. 

The title of this bill does say that the beer is nonintoxi
cating. The bill contains provisions I have fought to have 
changed, unsuccessfully, as those on page 5, section 4. I 
believe it is unfortunate that the manufacturers of this non
intoxicating, harmless beverage must apply to the National 
Prohibition Bureau for a permit to manufacture it, and 
obtain the same kind of permit that must be obtained to 
manufacture whisky. I believe that is an inconsistency that 
should not be in the bill It may not work any harm in the 
issuing of permits. I do not like the permit system, however, 
because I fear the brewers may attempt to obtain a monopoly 
in the issuance of permits, and I want the RECORD to show to 
those who will issue permits that it is the intent of this 
Congress not to grant a monopoly such as existed with the 
brewers in the old days. 

Pursuing that inconsistency, the bill also contains a pro
vision that violations of this act are punished under the 
National Prohibition Act in the same manner that the viola
tions of the manufacture of whisky are punished. I hope 
those inconsistencies will be taken out in the Senate or in 
conference, or that they will not work out any detriment 
to the bill. 

I am glad to see that the provision in the Collier bill re
quiring even a homebrewer for his own use to secure a 
brewer's license and pay a fee of $1,000 has been corrected. 

I am also glad to see that the silly provisions of the Blaine 
bill prohibiting the advertising of this nonintoxicating 
harmless beverage have been eliminated. 

I have heard talk today about the return of the saloon. 
I have listened to the same wail during the 10 years I have 
been fighting for a heer bill or fighting for the repeal of 
the eighteenth amendment. I know the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. GUYER], who said this bill permits the return 
of the saloon, would be no more of an advocate of a bill 
containing every prohibition in the world against the saloon. 
He would still be opposed to the bill even though we usurped 
the powers of the States and provided for the abolition of 
the saloon. I! his State is against the saloon, the legisla
ture of that State can easily prohibit the saloon. A bill 1s 
now being considered in the Legislature of the state of New 
York to handle this beer problem when this bill becomes a 
law, and. in my opinion, that bill will prohibit the return of 
what we used to know as the saloon. 

This bill fully protects the dry states, as an the beer bills 
introduced in this Congress in my time have protected the 
dry States. 

This is a measure which we have long hoped to see enacted 
into law. During the years we have struggled to accom
plish this result we have listened to countless forms of 
alibis. In renewing the struggle to drive out prohibition, 
some day when I have time I may collate all the forms of 
alibis which have. been advanced against beer bills and the 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment or the submission of the 
question to the States. The last remaining alibi that is 
used against the enactment of a beer bill is the " constitu
tional" alibi that "the bill is unconstitutional." In spite 
of the hearings held 2 years ago before the Committee on 
the Judiciary, in spite of the hearings held before the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, in spite of the overwhelming 
weight of the testimony from experts that beer of 3.2 per 
cent alcoholic content by weight is not intoxicating, Mem
bers still rise in their places and use that old "constitu
tional" alibi as an excuse for not voting for this bill. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Penn-

sylvania is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I voted against the eight

eenth amendment and have lived to discover that my judg
ment was correct. 

The eighteenth amendment was a war measure. Every 
country of the world at war had prohibition, and today 
America is the only country that has continued prohibition 
and informs the people what they shall drink and what they 
shall not. 

When the time comes in any country that the Govern
ment attempts to dictate to the people what they shall do 
morally, that country becomes weaker and weaker, and I 
make the statement today that the Americans, as a class, 
are mentally weaker than they were previous to the amend
ment. 

Since civilization has been recognized, people have been 
fighting intemperance, and there is no period in the history 
of our country when the American people were so free from 
intemperance as the day before we passed the eighteenth 
amendment. 

Since its passage the people have been teaching children 
intemperance. 

Temperance, Mr. Speaker, is a slow growth. It cannot 
be accomplished overnight. By the passage of the eight
eenth amendment the cause of temperance was thrown back 
nearly half a century. It will take years and years before 
we become a temperate nation. 

I can well remember before the passage of the eighteenth 
amendment the young men of the day did not care as a 
rule for strong drink. I recall at the social clubs some 40 
years ago that previous to dinner it was the custom to 
drink cocktails, but this custom gradually abated previous 
to the ban of the amendment but increased after the 
amendment. 

I am an advocate of this bill because I believe in temper
ance. Intemperance is decried, but we cannot bring about 
temperance by forcing the people to forego their rights. 

The question has been raised whether beer of 3.2 percent 
alcoholic content by weight is intoxicating. Members have 
attempted to prove that 3.2 percent beer is intoxicating.' 
Neither this House nor any assembly in the wol'ld, not even 
the Supreme Court, all-powerful, can rule that 3.2 percent 
beer is intoxicating to all men. I recall that witnesses 
appeared before our committee when we held hearings and 
said that 1 percent alcohol was intoxicating. Mr. Speaker, 
the word " intoxicating •• is not understood. It depends 
upon the temperament of the individual. No one can say 
that 3.2 percent beer is into~cating. I therefore appeal 
to you in the interest of temperance, in the interest of the 
boys and girls of our country, and in the interest of hu
manity to pass this bill [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell] 
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Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen

tleman from New York [Mr. CELLERl. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I had occasion to go to a 

place called Dodge City, in Kansas. When I got there, I 
asked a member of the police force more or less facetiously 
where I could get something strong to drink. He said, 
" You go down two blocks and tmn to yow- left. There, 
you will find a barber shop. That is the only place in 
Dodge City where you cannot get it." [Laughter.] 

This story could be told of every city in the United States. 
It could be told of the district of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BLANTON] as it cauld be told of the district of the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. GUYER]. That is why I am going 
to vote for the bill before us this afternoon. That is why 
I have been "wet" for 10 years; why I have battled with 
veterans of this House to bring sanity back into the United 
States, and particularly to vote to give the workingman a 
palatable, 5-cent, sizeable glass of beer which will be ac
complished, if I read correctly the testimony of the experts, 
by the passage of this bill. 

I am for the bill because it will banish the beer high
jackers and racketeers, will take from them ill-gotten gains 
and place this money in legitimate industry and in the 
coffers of the United States in the form of taxes. 

I am in favor of this bill because it invol-ves a depression
proof tax. In all our depressions the beer tax held up when
ever all other taxes fell away. We need this beer tax badly. 
The income tax for 1932 is 43 percent less than that of 1931. 
The yield from the nuisance taxes has been most disappoint
ing. We must have this beer tax to help balance our Budget. 

In 1873, during the depression. the ordinary Government 
revenues dwindled 26 percent. During the panic of 1893 
they fell off 25 percent. Not so the beer tax. It held up 
majestically. 

Usually people seek to avoid taxes. Not so the beer tax. 
There was always a veritable parade to pay it. It is a 
steady, dependable tax, paid with pleasure. 

This bill will insure to the myriads of workingmen a 
palatable, fair-sized glass of beer. With the tax of $5, 
upon which there will be superimposed, doubtlessly, a tax of 
$1 by the States, making a total tax of $6, it will be possible 
for the retailer to sell a 5-cent glass of beer. 

Each barrel contains 31 gallons. The following is a table 
showing the ounce glasses, the number of glasses in a barrel, 
and the number of net glasses in a barrel after a 10 per
cent loss. 

Ounce glass 

movie attendance has tripled; in 1919 there were 6,771,000 
passenger autos; in 1932 there were 22,347,000. During 
the same period gasoline consumption rose 339 percent, 
Gasoline has probably in part replaced whisky. Daylight 
saving has played its part in bringing people into the open, 
away from the saloon. Thus the radio, the movie, the auto, 
and daylight saving have all conspired to help changes 
for the better and make impossible a return of the old con
ditions. At the moment there are 24 States in which the 
sale of beer will be presently permissible upon the modifi
cation of the Volstead Act, contemplated by this bill: Ari
zona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, lllinois, Indiana, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, North 
Dakota, Oregon. Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Washington, 
West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

Two States, Ohio and Delaware, are about to legalize beer 
after this bill passes. This will make 26 States ready for 
beer. They represent about 95 per cent of the 1914 beer 
production. 

It must be stated that of the above-mentioned States. 
Pennsylvania, Missouri, and Minnesota have laws which pro
vide that such alcoholic beverages are permissible as are 
legal in pursuance of the Federal statute. I have rated 
Minnesota as a beer State. I am unable at this writing to 
check definitely that it is so, but I am quite sure it is. When 
I prepared the figures some days ago, there was a bill pend
ing in the Minnesota State Legislature. I believe it has 
passed and beer would be legal. 

We thus have a veritable wet parade of States taking in 
almost two thirds of the country geographically, and ap
proximately one half in population. 

As to whether or .not 3.2 percent by volume is intoxi
cating, I repeat the evidence given by Prof. Yandell Hen
derson, professor of Yale University, who was also consult
ing physiologist to the United States Bmeau of Mines from 
1912 to 1922, and during the war was chairman of the 
Medical Research Board of the Chemical Warfare Service 
of the Army. He is a renowned authority on toxic qualities 
in beverages. His testimony before the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives appears in part 
as follows: 

Four-percent beer should not be regarded and should not be 
defined by law as intoxicating. • • • A 4-percent beer con
tains 3.2 percent of alcohol by volume. It is a light beer. A 
beer containing appreciably less alcohol than 3.2 percent by weight 
is called temperance beer, and it is properly so called. Some of 
the Danish and English beer containing 6 or 8 percent of alcohol 
may be drunk in such quantities as to be definitely intoxicating. 
But a 4-percent beer is so diluted as to be virtually nonintoxicat
ing. It would require a considerable effort to drink enough to 
get drunk on it. If no alcoholic beverage other than 4-percent 
beer were known, the alcohol problem would be no more serious 
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~~ [Here the gavel fell.] 
m Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of ·my 
~~ time to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY]. 
396 The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ABERNETHY). The gen
~~ tleman yields back 16 minutes. 
595 Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
714 utes to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. MOREHEAD]. 

_______________ __,__ __ __:____ Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr. Speaker, talk is useless here to-
The brewer will sell his beer at about from $12 to $14 day. I am sure in my own mind, at least, that every Mern

a barrel to the retailer. If the retailer uses an 8-ounce ber has his mind made up as to how he is going to vote upon 
glass, he will get 496 glasses, less 10 percent for wastage, this important question. 
making a final yield of 447 glasses. At 5 cents per glass, I admit it is a little chilly. and lonesome for me here to
this will make a gross intake of $22.25 per barrel. This day. Ten years ago when I came to the House of Repre
will give the distributor a fair profit and insure the work- sentatives Nebraska's membership stood 5 to 1, 5 in favor 
man 5-cent beer. We hear much about the saloons and of our State law and the eighteenth amendment. Today, 
the retmn thereto. This is quite impossible. Social con- . with the membership reduced by 1, I find it stands 4 to 1-
ditions have so changed since 1920 as to change, well-nigh 4 for the beer bill and 1 against. 
entirely, that which was formerly called a saloon. People Sixteen years ago Nebraska voted upon this prohibition 
will not and cannot go to saloons as before. The radio, the question. Prohibition was adopted there by some 30,000 
movie, and the auto have changed conditions decidedly. majority, and we have a bone dry law written into om stat-
They are, in a way, the saloon substitutes. ute and also an amendment in our State constitution that 

In 1919 there were no radios. In 1932 there were 16,000,-
000 sets of radios, with 80,000,000 listeners. Since 1919 

forbids the manufacture, transportation, and sale of liquor 
or alcoholic beverages. 
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Sixteen years have passed, and the people, under the in

itiative and referendum law of the State of Nebraska, have 
the right to initiate and refer laws that are pasSed by the 
legislature and signed by the Government for final action by 
a vote of the people of our State. During this time the peo
ple have never asked to have this important question referred 
to the voters of our State. Eight sessions of the legislature 
have never made an effort to refer to the voters the question 
of the repeal of this bone dry law or State amendment. 

[Here the gavel fell.] ' 
Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gen

tleman 2 additional minutes. 
Mr. MOREHEAD. At the State convention of the Demo

crats of Nebraska last year they defeated a resolution to have 
the people vote upon this important question. 

I have always felt that I come here as a Representative 
of the State of Nebraska. I believe in the democratic idea 
that when you know what the majority of the people want, 
a Representative should carry out the wishes of the people 
of his State. I try to be a Representative of Nebraska and 
not of some other State. I took an oath to support my State 
constitution and the Constitution of the United States; and 
with my vote I make no declaration that I am expressing my 
private views, but I have never broken faith; and I told the 
people 16 years ago when I was Governor that it was a ques
tion whether we could enforce this law, but that whenever 
the people passed upon the question that I would carry out 
the mandate of the majority of the voters of my State. I 
intended to keep faith with them. 

This is the first occasion I have had to even express my 
thoughts or to make a statement, but I am going to have 
the benefit of my own conscience that I have kept faith with 
the people who have trusted me for so many years and shall 

·vote here today against anything that would tend toward 
the repeal or the changing of the liquor laws which I took an 
oath to support. [Applause.] 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. EAGLE]. 

Mr. EAGLE. Mr. Speaker, I had the honor to be a Mem
ber of this body for 8 years, from 1913 to 1921. I volun
tarily retired, and, · besides attending to my personal business, 
I have put in most of this time in trying to persuade my 
people down in the Houston, Tex., section to help do away 
with this monstrosity known as the eighteenth amendment. 

The district has been represented ably by a splendid 
gentleman, politically dry, for the last 12 years. Upon his 
recent death 33 persons ran against me and I received 61 
percent of all the votes in my home county-the other 32 
candidates receiving 39 percent-and I come here with a 
mandate to help wipe out this monstrosity known as 
"national prohibition." 

I voted in 1914 against the Hobson prohibition amendment, 
now the eighteenth amendment, upon the ground that it vio
lated individual liberty, local self-government, and the sover
eign right of the people of each State to regulate their own 
domestic concerns to suit themselves. This is the foundation 
principle upon which Anglo-Saxon civilization is founded. 
It is the foundation principle upon which this Government 
rests. Recently I have voted to submit the question of the 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment. 

Pending the repeal of the eighteenth amendment we now 
have the opportunity to amend that legal lie known as the 
Volste.ad Act, which declares beer having one half of 1 per
cent alcoholic content to be intoxicating. I find deep satis
faction so to amend it as to legalize 3.2 percent beer and to 
tax it so as to yield one hundred and fifty to three hundred 
millions per annum revenue to the Federal Treasury. 

During the 13 years since the adoption of the eighteenth 
amendment there has been spent some $30,000,000 per an
num in futile attempt to enforce it-that is, some $400,-
000,000 waste. During that same time the Treasury has 
been denied revenue of $500,000,000 per annum-a total 
during 11 years of practically $6,000,000,000. But for this 
national legislative folly there would be no deficit in the 
Treasury now, whereas there is at this time an aggregate 
of $5,000,000,000 deficit. 

National prohibition has totally failed as a panacea or a 
blessing. The Government has broken up nearly 2,000,000 
illicit distilleries. It has imprisoned hundreds of thousands 
of victims. I am tired of the hundreds of thousands of illicit 
distilleries. I am tired of the 10.0,000 speak-easies. I am 
tired of the unspeakable bootlegger. I am tired of the un
speakable racketeer. I am tired of seeing this revenue of 
billions used to finance organized crime. I am tired of the 
spirit of intolerance and bigotry and hatred the prohibition 
regime has developed. 

Fortunately, the country is nearly at the end of this folly. 
By this bill we do not increase manufacture · or consump

tion; we legalize a nonintoxicating beverage and turn the 
fiow of its revenue into the Treasury, rather than into the 
hands of criminals. 

The Federal Government never had any legitimate right 
to regulate the morals or the habits of the people, and the 
Federal Constitution should never have contained the eight
eenth amendment that conferred a strictly police power on 
the Federal Government. 

By amending the Volstead Act in this sensible way and by 
repealing the eighteenth amendment dry States and Ter
ritories will be protected, tolerance and fellowship practiced, 
and revenues derived, and individual liberty and local gov
ernment and State sovereignty again enthroned. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
man from New Jersey [Mr. KENNEY]. 

Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise, chiefiy, because I feel 
that no discussion of this question would be complete unless 
there was heard the voice of the pioneers in the movement 
against the prohibition laws-the people of my State, the 
State of New Jersey-the State that gave to this country a 
man than whom there is no greater here, one who was 
indisputably opposed to the enactment of ·national prohibi
tion, the self-same person referred to on the :floor this 
afternoon, the revered Woodrow Wilson, of New Jersey. 
[Applause.] 

To give effect to the will of the people of my State and of 
the Nation, I, with the other Democratic Members from New 
Jersey, will vote for this bill, and by so doing we, together 
with an overwhelming majority of this House, will presently 
pass a measure which, when enacted into law, will give help 
to our Nation and return to the individual States of the 
Union the right and liberty to say for themselves whether 
or not they shall permit the manufacture and sale of beer. 
By this course, and only by this course, shall we reestablish 
obedience to law and respect--genuine respect-for the Con
stitution of the United States. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. PALMISANO]. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, the eighteenth amend
ment was adopted when this country was at war and not
withstanding the mandate of the people of Maryland, who 
had voted prior to the entering of the war against prohibi
tion. The members of the Legislature of the State of 
Maryland violated their oath by ratifying the eighteenth 
amendment. 

I can readily understand why they did it at that time, 
because our aim was to win the war. We have now in
ternal war. The eighteenth amendment came in during 
the war with foreign countries, and it is now going out 
while we have war in our internal affairs. 

There is one regret that I have, however, Mr. Speaker, 
and that is, that the tax on beer has been increased. In 
my mind it is taxed beyond the reach of the workingman. 
Never in the history of the country bas beer been taxed 
more than $1 a barrel, except in an emergency. 

In 1862, during the Civil War, and in 1901, after the 
Spanish-American War, beer was taxed $2, and $3 during 
1914, and then finally advanced to $6. But in normal 
times the tax has always been a dollar, and now they 
have advanced it to $5. 

I regret that this bill is not open to amendment. If it 
were, I would offer an amendment making it $2 a barrel. 

Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, you are putting 
a tax of a cent and a half on every· bottle of beer. That 
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is a Federal tax and does not include the local tax that 
the States and cities will require for permitting the sale 
of beer. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan [Mr. SADOWSKI]. 
Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have had the satis

faction of voting with the President on two of his mes
sages, and now I have the supreme satisfaction of voting 
on the third for the beer bill. 

This bill means work; it means jobs for the unemployed 
in my district. We have eight breweries, which will give 
employment to a large number of men. 

I was somewhat amused at the colloquy between the 
gentleman from St. Louis and the gentleman from Mil
waukee as to the quality of their beer. I desire to say that 
Detroit has just a.s good beer as theirs, and we are ready 
to go. We want this bill put through. :it does not mean 
employment for men in my district only, but all over the 
country-the barrel factory, the grain men, everything 
together. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. McFARLANE]. 
Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I am thoroughly con

vinced that this Congress has shown that bread and not 
booze is the serious need confronting the people of this 
country; that a drunken citizenship cannot drink its way to 
prosperity. 

If we analyze the situation before us, we find that the 
wildest claims of those who seem to be so deeply interested 
in the question of taxes derived from this measure are that 
the total will amount to $150,000,000. They tell us that our 
country is in such a destitute condition that we must have 
this revenue, derived largely from the working people of this 
country, who are not now prosperous. There are more than 
12,000,000 people out ot work. Men cannot find honest 
employment; and yet you would have us believe that our 
country is in such a deplorable condition that we must have 
this revenue off the unfortunate habits of men and women. 

MY PLATFORM 

To explain my position, let me say that I am personally 
and politically dry. I became a candidate on the platform 
to resubmit the eighteenth amendment. I believe the people, 
when there is sufficient agitation on any question, should 
have the right to pass on the question. Had the last Con
gress not voted to submit the question of repeal to the 
people, I would have been glad to vote to submit that ques
tion to the people for their determination. 

THE PRESIDENT'S VIEWS ON THE DEMOCRATIC PLATFORM 

Permit me to quote now the President of the United States. 
On September 12, 1932, he wrote a letter to Mr. Christian 
F. Reisner, of New York, in which he concisely stated his 
views. The letter appears in the hearings before the Com
mittee on Ways and Means of the Seventy-second Congress 
on the question of modification of the Volstead Act. The 
letter is as follows: 

Mr. CHRISTIAN F. REisNER, 

ExECUTIVB MANSION, 
Albany, N.Y., September 12, 1932. 

New York, N.Y. 
MY DEAR MR. REisNER: I am always glad to hear from you. I 

believe that my talks so far on the prohibition plank of the Demo
cratic platform outUne my views on this subject. Regarding the 
last question, I might say that Democratic Senators and Congress
men are duty bound to vote in aecordance with the views of their 
constituents regardless of their personal opinions. 

I would suggest that you read my speech made at Sea Girt, 
N.Y., on August 27, copy of which I am enclosing. 

Yours very sincerely, 
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

~onornically, our people and the Nation have been going 
from bad to worse. When Congress met in December 1931, 
it was heralded that the bottom had been reached in the 
depression and that hasty measures had been worked out 
by the wiseacres which, when enacted inta' law, would put 
us on the high road toward recovery. Sectionalism and 
politics were decried, and by unity of Democrats and Re
publicans the measures thus proposed were enacted into 
law. You all know the program sponsored by Mr. Hoover 
that was hastily rushed through-the moratorium, the Re
construction Finance Corporation, and other measures. Let 
us look at the result. Then we had 6,000,000 unemployed 
and commodity prices were lower than they had been for 
years. Now we have more than 12,000,000 unemployed. 
These unemployed and their dependents number more than 
40,00·0,000, and commodity prices are the lowest in the his
tory of our country. Our currency is disturbed, more than 
10,000 of our banks have been closed in the past 10 years, a 
banking "moratorium" has sent a shiver not only through 
this Nation but all over the civilized world. Where is the 
bottom? Where will this holocaust of misery end? 

THE REMEDY OFFERED--BEER 

In the presence of this cataclysmic condition, sane and 
seemingly sensible statesmen offer us the remedy " Give us 
beer." As the height of folly it is often cited that Nero 
fiddled while Rome burned. 

THE PROHIBITION MOVEMENt' 

More than 50 years ago the lovers of peace and progress 
in this Nation became convinced that one great step toward 
betterment of our people would be to promote temperance 
in the Nation. It was begun by exhortation, propaganda; 
mostly by the church people, the women leading to save their 

· boys from the drink evil. They soon saw that exhortation 
was futile in the face of those led by greed who plied their 
boys with liquor, so the "3-mile law", local option, was en
acted. With this law as leverage they drove it from the 
churches and schoolhouses, from the counties, and then the 
battle royal was on. It was urged by the wets that it was 
useless to drive liquor from the units, that as long as it was 
sold in the State or Nation the betterment of conditions was 
impossible, that they were for temperance if it was feasible, 
and so forth. Well, we drove it from State to State, tried 
every measure of state control in vain, and at the beginning 
of the World War there were 36 dry States. Then the eight
eenth amendment was enacted into law. 

THE DRYS' MISTAKE 

The drys then made the mistake of their lives-they 
stopped the agitation, stopped keeping up information to 
the young, the rising citizenship. Without counterpropa
ganda, this mistake of the drys, perhaps, would not have 
been disastrous; but the income and inheritance taxes 
pressing heavily upon the rich, caused by the expense of 
the World War, aggravated the situation. To get rid of 
these taxes it was necessary to find some other class upon 
whose shoulders to place the tax burden. To do so it was 
necessary to place it upon the backs of the poor, because 
there are so many of them; it is a" wider tax base." 

OPPOSITION TO ENFORCEMENT 

The wets organized the Association Against the Enforce
ment of the Eighteenth Amendment and financed its propa
ganda campaign. It is now seen that any cause, though a 
very bad one, may succeed if properly financed and vigor
ously prosecuted. It cannot be successfully said that the 
eighteenth amendment has not decreased the drink habit 
or that the temperance produced has not been of immense 
benefit, but it is urged that the eighteenth amendment can
not be successfully enforced. 

The wets certainly have not aided in its enforcement nor 
That being true, being pledged to the people of my district attempted to. Conditions in Chicago, New York, and other 

to vote against any beer or wine measure until the people wet centers attest that fact. The amendment providing for 
have spoken on this question, I shall vote against this emancipation of slaves was considered of sufficient impor-
measure. tance to enforce it with the bayonet ; that was satisfactorily 

THE DEPRESSION AND THE SEVENTY-SECOND CONGRESS achieved. The fOrCeS behind the prohibition movement are 
It is hard for one trying to do the best for his people to not willing to use so drastic a remedy. Will no other remedy 

treat seriously questions like this. In the last 4 years. 1 succeed? Time will tell. 
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I prefer to aline myself with the Christian people of the 

Nation. The 30 churches of the Nation are behind the 
prohibition movement. They will not stop, they do not 
hesitate, they will not falter, they will not quibble. They 
are behind the movement to the end and will ultimately 
succeed because their cause is right and just. 

UNCONSTITUTIONAL 

Every lawyer in this House and in the Nation knows that 
· this bill is unconstitutional. It is designed to turn loose the 

minions of evil, to increase the number of those who will 
profit by the "battle for booze", repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment. 

I enlisted on the side of the battle for right and justice 
in early manhood. I have not changed sides; odds make 
no difference. One man and a just cause are a million. I 
have four children, hostages in the battle. I want for them 
a dry Nation. On bended knee in the Christian homes of 
this land, millions of them, prayers are going up to the God 
of Justice and Right for the success of this battle. Such a 
com·se has never failed yet; it will not fail this time. 

MAJORITY RULE 

I prefer to stand on the side of the Constitution and up
hold the law. If the wets succeed in repealing the eight
eenth amendment, I will abide by the will of the majority 
and uphold the law and Constitution as it is written. I have 
lived in a wet State and a wet county. I have seen the 
change and prefer a dry State and Nation. Changed cir
cumstances and conditions favor the dry cause. 

OUR MODERN AGE 

We now have a highly mechanized Nation. We have spent 
billions to build good roads for our comfort and convenience. 
Our people use the most highly developed electrically driven . 
machinery in trade, in the air, on our highly improved rail
roads, and on our highways. It is unthinkable that we will 
increase the hazards by placing all this highly improved 
machinery in the hands of booze-soaked operators. 

You may succeed for a time, but sane second thought will 
again overturn it; you cannot fool all the people all the time. 
Call a meeting to propagandize the repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment and look at your crowd shouting " hurrah "; 
then go to a meeting called to uphold the constitutional 
amendment; it is composed of the thoughtful business men 
who have at heart the welfare of their employees, the fathers 
and mothers who have sons and daughters whose welfare 
they have at heart. 

Think it over. 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen

tlewoman from Kansas [Mrs. McCARTHY]. 
Mrs. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, unlike one of the other 

Representatives from Kansas, I am not going to . deny the 
fact that a great deal of liquor is being sold in the State 
of Kansas. In fact, I come from one of the wet counties 
in the State of Kansas, and merely because I came from 
that county I had a great deal of unfair persecution during 
this campaign. You may expect me to be an ardent sup
porter of this bill; but I think this bill is premature, will 
not accomplish its purpose, and will not raise the revenue 
desired. It is a discrimination in favor of big business. I 
have already said that my county is a wet county; how
ever I do not think all of the homebrewers in my county 
could raise the $1,000 license fee, and illicit liquor will con
tinue regardless of any measure of this kind. I am for 
control and regulation, but I do not think this bill will 
accomplish its purpose; and no revision of the Volstead Act 
should be made until the people of 36 States have expressed 
their opinion in regard to the repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CocHRAN]. . ., 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, when thiS bhl 
becomes a law, the people of my city, St. Louis, will be sing
ing" Happy Days Are Here Again", and why? Because the 
outstanding industry of that city was destroyed 13 years ago 
by the enactment of the Volstead law over the veto of Wood
row Wilson. Thousands of men will go back to work. 

This law becomes effective 15 days after it is signed by the 
President. On that day from the city of St. Louis to the 
four corners of the country, wherever it is permitted to be 
sold, beer will be shipped. The vats of the breweries of the 
country are filled today with cereal beverages, sealed, under 
the jurisdiction of the Treasury Department, which contain 
acoholic content of 3.2 percent. If this bill should not 
pass, that b·everage will have to be dealcoholized, but I be
lieve it will not be dealcoholized. It is aged and ready for 
consumption. [Applause.] And I might add, despite the 
statement of the gentleman from Milwaukee, it is the finest 
beer brewed in this country. It will go on the market imme
diately. It will be shipped to ports on both the Atlantic and 
Pacific and be sent throughout the world, as it was before 
the enactment of the Volstead law. 

Something has been said about the District of Columbia. 
The assistant corporation counsel, Mr. West, told me that he 
was of the opinion this bill will apply to the District of 
Columbia and will permit the sale of beer in the District. 
He says that the National Prohibition Act repealed the 
Sheppard Act, and when the National Prohibition Act is 
repealed by this law, then it will permit the sale of beer in 
the District of Columbia. I hope he is right, because the 
people of the District are entitled to beer, and we as their 
legislators should permit them to have it. If it is good 
enough for our constituents, then it should be good enough 
for those whom we represent who have no voice in this 
body. 

This is a bill to divest the bootlegger of his income. It is 
a bill to enrich the Treasury, to relieve the taxpayers of the 
country of some of the burdens that bear heavily upon their 
shoulders. We have waited 13 long years for this oppor
tunity, and on behalf of the people of my city I thank the 
Members of the House for the action it is about to take. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I yiefd 3 mm
utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STRONG J. 

Mr. STRONG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it is not necessary 
for me to state that I am new in this body. Recently I 
stood in this Hall and held up my hand and took a solemn 
oath that I would stand by the Constitution and the laws 
of this Nation. If I were to vote for this bill, I conscien
tiously believe that I would be a perjurer today. There
fore, I am not going to vote for it. 

One phase of this matter has not been mentioned. It is 
claimed this will put many thousands of people to work and 
will bring revenue into the Treasury. I say that it will put 
more people out of employment than it will give employment 
to. Since the eighteenth amendment ~as been in effect the 
dairy business and the manufacture of milk products has in
creased several hundred percent. The grocery business has 
increased several hundred percent. The soft-drink busi
ness has increased several hundred percent. All of these 
industries employ many more people than the brewery busi
ness. If the bill should pass, it would put thousands of 
those people out of employment, and it will not raise the 
revenue that is anticipated. 

Speakeasies have been talked about. This bill will en
courage speakeasies a.nd will double the number of bars 
wherever it is put into effect. 

I make this proposition: If the wet newspapers, the wet 
magazines, and the wet organizations of this country will 
join in the enforcement of the law instead of trying to 
nullify the Constitution and laws of this country, then if 
prohibition is a failure, I will vote to repeal it. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STRONG] has expired. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FocHT]. 

Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Speaker, as a Member of the Congress 
which enacted the eighteenth amendment, I was a supporter 
of the measure. I am ready to confess today that the 
enforcement of that law has been a great disappointment 
to me, but I am sure that what is proposed here nmy, and 
what is proposed to be enacted in the future, in the form of 



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE '395 

the repeal of the eighteenth amendment, wm be even a The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
greater disappointment to you Members who have the power sylvania has again expired. 
to pass this bill, but will not have the power, if you do pass Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
it, in my judgment, to repeal the eighteenth amendment. ' utes to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RoGERS]. 

If I have time, I will try to tell you why, from my experi- Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, this is my first 
ence in listening to all the debate as we approached the appearance. I feel as if I am in a hole. I want to say at 
enactment of the great eighteenth amendment, and what the outset that I intend to vote against this measure. One 
has occurred in the 10 years that have followed, why I of my colleagues here said he had about 30 opponents in 
oppose this beer bill. Drawing the sentiment of the public the last election. Well, I had half a dozen more than he 
as I have, in many campaigns, particularly the last one, had, but mine were all wet and could not swim, so I won. 
when I was opposed by a prohibitionist, or many of them My namesake, the humorist, supports the other side of the 
because they thought I was wet, I make that statement. proposition, so I got all the votes. 
They thought I was wet because I was not radically dry. Someone said the other day that it takes courage to sup
While I was opposed by a very ardent minister of the gospel port measures such as we have been considering. I want to 
and a very able Democrat, in fact two of them, the result say that it takes more courage to stand by yourself than it 
is shown in the fact that I am here today. does to stand with the majority. Someone said we are 

There are two things I want to say in this· short time I going to raise $150,000,000 in revenue. In my humble opin
have to address you, th~ first time since 10 years ago, when I ion, we will not rai-se one third that amount. Now, you 
I was a Member of this House, and then 15 years before will wonder why I am opposed to this measure. Ladies 
that. We approached the war; we won the war; we sup- and gentlemen, I have been a school teacher all my life
ported the President in his great purpose. We saw him go just a little country school teacher-but I could not go back 
to defeat, lied to and cheated · by the chicancery of the to my state and look in the face the boys and girls that 
diplomacy of Europe; saw him sicken and die, and lamented have been under my supervision if I voted for a measure 
it all because he had a greater proposition for peace than such as this. [Applause.] 
was ever before offered by anyone in the world [applause], One Member stood here in the well and said we wanted to 
and that wa-S that there should be no conquest. You can do the right thing by the boys and girls of the country. 
readily see how war for all time would be averted if the Yes we do· but if we do we will have to vote against this 
treaty of Versailles, in which they promised Woodrow Wilson me~ure. ' ' 
there would be no conquest, had been lived up to. You see Another Member said we cannot enforce the law; that 
what is happening. You observe what has become of the we have not been able to enforce the prohibition law; so let 
German colonies. You see what Italy has done, and you us repeal it. Why not repeal all laws that cannot be 
will see what Germany is going to do to recover the eagles enforced? we have a law on the statute books against 
that were taken from her colonies in Africa and the islands murder. It does not prevent murder. Why not repeal this 
of the sea. That is a prediction. law? 

I say I am not a radical prohibitionist. I am liberal on At this time I do not raise the question as to whether the 
everything, on account of the very population that we have provisions of this bill are constitutional, as some of my 
here, and the right given under the Constitution in the colleagues have. I raise only one question in considering 
matter of religion and even as to this matter; but we must any measure: Is it right? If it is right, I am for it. If it 
protect our country. I am saying to you that I am for is wrong, 1 am not for it. 
prohibition, if you would call it that, or restraint or control It was said on the fioor that as soon as this bill is passed 
of this thing, for an entirely different reason than prohi-
bitionists or preachers usually are; not only because in the the people will be singing "Happy Days are Here Again." 
platform of the party of my choice is written a pledge that Let me make the observation that people under the influence 
we are to have no saloon, still you are going to write out that of intoxicating liquor usually sing, and usually they do not 
pledge today, my Republican friends, when you vote for know what they are singing. 
this measure and repudiate our platform. I have never yet In conclusion let me say, particularly to the Democrats, 
done that. that if this measure passes, you will in the future mark my 

Now, why am I against this bill? I am against this bill, words as I ask you today to remember this text: "As ye 
Mr. Speaker, because there is growing up in this country sow, so shall ye also reap." [Applause.] 
an element which will control the saloons, which is in- Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield one half minute to the 
creasing at the ratio of 9 to 3, and in two generations they gentleman from Arkansas [Mr~ RAGON]. 
will dominate the country, and that is the reason we want to Mr. RAGON. 'Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
control this thing and save something of our sunday. revise and extend my remarks by inserting at this point in 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Penn- the REcoRD a short minority report on the Collier bill in the 
sylvania has expired. last session of Congress. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Penn- The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
sylvania 1 additional minute, Mr. Speaker. gentleman from Arkansas? 

Mr. FOCHT. One minute is all I want. I have been There was no objection. 
looking upon you with all admiration from a distance and The matter referred to follows: 
admiring your ability to get thrOUgh all kindS Of trials and MINORITY VIEWS OF MESSRS. RAGON, SANDERS, AND COOPER 

tribulations. I did not get through all of mine, but never- we have heard and read all of the testimony before the Ways 
theless we are here and want to work together. I like to and Means Committee relating to the proposed legislation on beer. 
see the splendid good humor on the part of everybody. My Taking all of this testimony as a whole and duly considering same, 

we are of the opinion that the proposed bill is violative of the 
friend [Mr. WATSON] with whom I will dine tonight, just constitution of the United states, which in this regard reads as 
made a wet speech. I am trying to make one measurably follows: 
dry. "After 1 year from the ratification of this article the manu-

Now, you talk about raising revenue. It 1s the strangest facture, sale, or transportation of intoxicating liquors within, the 
importation thereof into, or the exportation thereof from the 

thing, as I stand oti behind the lines and watch you struggle United states and all territory subject to the jurisdiction the:-eof 
to raise revenue. Why do you not do the one thing that for beverage purposes ls hereby prohibited." 
was proposed by a Democratic Speaker, Mr. Garner, and a As Members of Congl'ess we took the following oath: 

" I do solemnly swear that I will support and defend the Con
Republican President, Mr. Hoover, and pass a sales tax? stitution of the United states against all enemies, foreign and 
Oh, I know you are against it. There are two fundamental domestic; that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the same; 
principles of taxation, equality of levy and judicious ex- that I will take this obligation freely, without any mental reserva
penditure, and there is only one way to have equal taxes, tion or purpose of evasion, and that I will well and faithfully dis
and that is by a sales tax, under which we will get our rela- ~~~~!h~~~~ies of the office on which I am about to enter. So 
tive share, but never know an.ything about it. Therefore we cannot under our oath support this legislation. 
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We further submit that the proposed btn ls not only ln v1olat1on 

of the Constitution of the United States but of the Democratic 
platform, which calls for the " sale of beer and other beverages of 
such alcoholic content as is permissible under the Constitution." 
The above quotation from the platform shows that it was not the 
intent of those framing the platform to declare for legislation 
which would be violative of the Constitution. 

The very clear and definite proof before the Ways and Means 
Committee during the extended hearings on this bill shows con
clusively that beer of alcoholic content of 3.2, which means beer of 
4: percent alcohol by volume, is intoxicating in fact and is the 
same type of beer which was generally produced and sold prior to 
the Volstead Act. The sale of such beer because of its alcoholic 
content is not permissible under the Constitution. 

l!EARTSILL RAGON. 
MORGAN G. SANDERS. 
JERE COOPEB. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield one half minute to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HARLAN]. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish at this point to secure 
unanimous consent to revise and extend my remarks by 
discussing paragraph 7 of this bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, it would seem to one having 

heard the question of prohibition discussed on the floors of 
Congress on 4 or 5 different occasions that about every
thing pertinent to the merits of that question has been said, 
and it is not my desire at this time to enlarge upon this 
subject, but I should like to direct some remarks as to the 
advisability either of the amendment of section 7 of the bill 
as submitted or of the absolute deletion of that paragraph. 

The paragraph reads as follows: 
SEc. 7. Whoever orders, purchases, or causes beer, ale, .porter, or 

other simllar fermented liquor, containing 3.2 percent or less of 
alcohol by weight, to be transported in interstate commerce, ex
cept for scientific, sacramental, medicinal, or mechanical purposes, 
into any State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, the laws of 
which State, Territory, or District prohibit the manufacture or 
sale therein of such fermented liquors for beverage purposes, shall 
be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than 6 
months, or both; and for any subsequent offense shall be impris
oned for not more than 1 year. If any person is convicted 
under this section, any permit issued to him shall be revoked. 
Nothing in this section shall be construed as making lawful the 
shipment or transportation of any liquor the shipment or trans
portation of which 1s prohibited by section 5 of the act entitled 
"An act making appropriations for the service of the Post Office 
Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1918, and for other 
purposes," approved March 3, 1917, as amended and supplemented 
(U.S.C., supp. V, title 27, sec. 123). 

With the exception of the latter part thereof, this is a 
reenactment of the old Reed amendment to the Webb-Ken
yon Act. It was originally passed in ·1917, not to procure the 
real enforcement of prohibitory laws but to put such strict 
restrictions on the States that had voted for prohibition that 
other States would be discouraged from following in their 
footsteps. 

The Webb-Kenyon law provided that no intoxicating bev
erage could be shipped into any state or Territory contrary 
to the law of that State or Territory, and is set forth in 
paragraph 6 of the bill before the House, which reads as 
follows: 

SEc. 6. In order that beer, ale, porter, or other sim.Uar fermented 
liquor, containing 8.2 percent or less o! alcohol by weight, may 
be divested of their interstate character in certain cases, the ship
ment or transportation thereof 1n any manner or by any means 
whatsoever, from one State, Territory, or District of the United 
states or place noncontiguous to but subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof, or from any foreign country, into any State, Territory, or 
District of the United States. or place noncontiguous to but sub
ject to the jurisdiction thereof, which fermented liquor 1s intended 
by any person interested therein, to be received, possessed, sold, 
or in any manner used, either in the original package or otherwise, 
in violation of an:y law of such State, Territory, or District of the 
United States, or place noncontiguous to but subject to the juris
diction thereof.. 1s hereby prohibited. Nothing 1n this section shall 
be construed as making lawful the shipment or transportation of 
any liquor the shipment or transportation of which is prohibited 
by the act of March 1, 1913, entitled "An act divesting intoxicating 
liquors of their interstate character 1n certain cases " (U .S.C., 
supp. V, title 27, sec. 122). 

Senator Reed by his amendment, instead of prohibiting 
the shipping of intoxicating liquors into the state or Terri
tory contrary to the laws thereof, prohibited the shipping 

of intoxicating liquors into a State or Territory "where the 
manufacture or sale therein" was prohibited. In other 
words, the desire of Senator Reed was to place such restric
tions on the citizens of the dry States that if they desired to 
prohibit the manufacture of intoxicants in their own States 
they could not by any possibility procure intoxicants from 
any other State, even though the State adopting the pro
hibitory laws expressly permitted its citizens to purchase 
intoxicants in other States. 

At the time the Reed amendment was adopted, 26 States 
had declared for prohibition. and 13 of these States ex· 
pressly pressly permitted their citizens to purchase intoxi· 
cants manufactured in other States. 

Senator Reed hoped by his amendment to prevent other 
States from taking this drastic step. He hoped to stop pro· 
hibiti{)n. not to favor it. 

I shall taKe second place to no Member of this House in 
my opposition to prohibition. I am opposed to it on a great 
many grounds, but foremost among those grounds is that I 
believe that the people of every state should have the right 
to adopt and enforce the laws of that State as long as they 
are not infringing the rights of the people of other States; 
and I now believe, at the beginning of this era when pro
hibition is to be repealed, that the people of the various 
States who desire to prohibit the manufacture and sale of 
intoxicants within their own borders ought to be encour
aged to do so without the United States Government saying 
to them, as it does in section 7 of this bill, " If you prohibit 
the manufacture and sale within your borders we will pro
hibit your citizens from purchasing outside of your juris· 
diction." The State itself ought to be empowered to make 
this law if it so desires, and section 6 of this bill protects the 
State in this right, because it provides that the importation 
of liquor into any State is prohibited only where such im· 
portation is contrary to the laws of that State. 

Manifestly, then, either the whole of section 7 should be 
stricken out, or at least the words "manufacture or sale", 
between the words " herein " and " the ", should be stricken 
out and the word " purchase " inserted. 

We can well conceive that a State might not wish to have 
intoxicants or, if you please, 3.2 beer manufactured or sold 
in its borders, and yet would have no objection to its citizens 
buying these products manufactured and sold in other 
States. 

As I stated above, prior to our prohibition era 13 States 
had expressly so provided in their laws. We are now liber
alizing our laws in the interest of State rights. Let us carry 
out this as a principle and not simply as a matter of procur
ing beer and whisky. Let us adopt this principle to the pro· 
tection of those States that wish to become or continue to be 
prohibition States. 

If this country should desire to adopt prohibition based 
upon the State units, as much as I am opposed to the 
present prohibitory laws, I should be the first to hail such 
an effort on the part of the States to overcome the evils 
attendant upon the abuse of intoxicating liquors. We have 
just completed a noble experiment. We might profit by our 
experience and desire to try a more rational one. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield one half minute to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LANZETTA]. 

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend 
my remarks in the RECORD, I cannot conceive how any 
Member of this House can with honesty and sincerity vote 
against the beer bill (H.R. 3341), which is before this body 
today. I am in favor of this bill because it is another step 
in the annihilation of that gruesome law, the eighteenth 
amendment, which wrought so much disaster and havoc in 
this country, both from an economic and moral standpoint. 

The facts are too well known and it would be a waste of 
time to again review them. To the opponents of this bill, I 
say they are either insincere or too lazy to find out what 
the actual conditions were and have been under this law. 
We all know that since the advent of prohibition there never 
has been a dry spot in the United States, and that liquor 
flowed more freely during this period. only at a higher price 
and of an inferior quality. Furthermore., it was also avail-
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able to everyone who wanted it, fncluding boys and girls of enacted over his veto by a. hostile Congress. Let us have 
tender years who prior to prohibition would have found it temperance instead of prohloition! Let the Government 
practically impossible to obtain it. profit instead of the beer racketeer profiteer! Let us put 

The challenge by the gentleman from Missouri of the America to work! [Applause.] 
statement by the gentleman from Kansas that his State was Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I yield there
upholding the law and that its citizens had benefited there- mainder of my time to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
under is an example of the insincerity or lack of knowledge CULLEN]. 
on the part of the advocates of proh.loition. I have no Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
hesitancy in saying that if we were to go into the states, tleman from Ohio rMr. SWEENEY]. 
cities, counties, and hamlets of all the opponents of this Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, there is an old adage which 
bill that we would find the same or sim.ilar conditions which says, "Whom the gods would destroy they first make mad." 
have prevailed in the State of Kansas. Today the wets are out to destroy the drys; the liberals 

Last Saturday we found many of the OPP61lents of this to destroy the grip and power the fanatics have exercised in 
bill in favor of the President's economy bill and in voting tor this legislati<m for the past 12 years. It is but a handful of 
that measure they stated that the President should be sup- die-hard prohibitionistS who will today defy the will of the 
ported at all costs on any emergency measures he sent to American people by refusing to support modification. 
the House. Of course. that bill involved only the rights of The passage of this measure is resultant of the pledge in
helpless veterans and underpaid Federal employees and those corporated in the Democratic national platform of the Chi
rights could be easily cast aside with impunity. The bill cago convention, June, 1932. President Roosevelt cot.n"a
now before the House is also an emergency measure because geous]y proclaimed to the American public in his speech of 
of the revenue our Government will derive from its passage. acceptance that, in the event the Volstead Act was not modi
Let ns now see if the opponents of this bill are just as willing 1ied in the lame-duck session of the Seventy-second Con
to uphold the President of the United States in this emer- gress, he would assemble the new Congress in extraordinary 
gency measure and if they can just as easily forget the session to secure the mandate of the people of the United 
rights of the Anti-Saloon League and other prohloition States. 
organizations whose edicts they have followed in the past. Mr. Speaker, in my opinion this is the beginning of the 

As for the tax on beer proposed in this bill, I concur with end of fanaticism, bigotry, intolerance, and lawlessness in 
my friend, Mr. PALMISANO, of Maryland. I too feel that the our beloved eountry. It is the opening wedge of the resto
tax is too high and that it puts beer out of reach of most of ration of personal liberty, and it will give opportunity to the 
the working people of this country. Wblle I shall not oppose racketeer. obsessed preachers of this country to return to 
the bill on this ground at this time, I hope and ttnst that their pulpits, once more open their Bibles closed for a dozen 
when this economic crisis has passed and when our Govern- years, and preach the doctrine of Christ crucified instead 
ment has no more need for this additional revenue Con- of Volstead deified. 
gress will then revise this tax and establish it at a.n amount As a citizen of my commtmity, and as a jurist for 8 years 
which will make the cost of beer sufficiently low so as to before I came to this Congress, I lived close to the prom
bring it within the reach of every adult in this country bition operations. All of us, except those who are so blind 
who desires it. that they will not see, know full well the tremendous cost of 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the attempted enforcement, and the billions of dollars in revenue 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CI..AmoRNEl. lost to the Nation and its subdivisions of government. The 

Mr. CLAIBORNE. Mr. Speaker, what I have to say at unnatural law of prohibition has filled our jails to overflow
this time is not to be charged against the delegation from ing. It is incredible that this great Nation of ours, a nation 
Missouri. It is my own view. As a drinking man I a.m of liberty-loving people, would endure for so long a period 
interested in the beer bill I like a good drink. LAp- the devastating results of this sumptuary legislation. 
plause.J Not only do I like a good drtnk of beer, 3.2, but In reviewing the pages of history we are amused to dis
a good drink of whisky; and I hope the tJ.me will come when cover that in the early days of New England, during the 
I can walk into a good saloon in my city, stand at the bar, period of blue-law legislation. it was a crime for a man to 
and buy a good drink of liquor and pay for it. [Applause.] kiss his wife on a Sunday. I wonder what the historian of 

Mr. Speaker, it is not that we of Missouri are devoid of tomorrow will think when he writes the history of the last 
liquor. We have been riding white mule for years and 12 years~ the history of madness unsurpassed in any nation 
have come to love it like Lee loved Traveler; but in my dis- o! the world; what will he think of the spectacle of men 
trict there are many brewing interests, among them rising in this very Chamber and applauding the act of a 
Anheuser-Busch. I say to Detroit, to Milwaukee, and to prohibition officer shooting an innocent victim; what will 
Germany that nowhere are people better prepared to fln"- he think of the conduct of a sovereign State in sentencing 
nish America with good beer, give work to many, and pay to jail for life the mother of seven children because she had 
large taxes than we in St. Louis. I thank you. [Applause.] in her possession a pint of liquor, in violation of the blue 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I :yield 2 minutes to the law of that State; and what will he think of a law on the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. YoUNG). statute books of Ohio, a miniature Volstead Act, permitting 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, in· 1917 and 1918, at a time the imposition for a first offense of a $1,000 fine for the mere 
many of us were away from our homes and loved ones. form- .possession of a. bottle of beer, or a few ounces of wine, whose 
ing the grandest army ever gathered together under the · alcoholic content was in excess of one haJf of 1 percent, 
bending sky of God, offering lives as sacrifices on the altars and which made possible a penitentiary sentence for the 
of freedom, an argument advanced was that closing brew- third violation of such an offense? 
eries would release thousands of men from industry for The old cry that this legislation would bring back the sa
military and other service in winning the war. Now, after loon, as far as I am concerned, falls upon deaf ears. For 
13 years of futile attempts to enforce this experimental legis- every saloon operating during. the preprohibition era, we 
lation by the expenditure of more than $325,000,000 of now have a hundred speak-easies-uncontrolled, unlicensed 
public money, I use the same argument. We should pass rendezvous for criminals and denizens of the underworld. 
this measure immediately. The American people have Prohibition has made the youth of our land a Nation of 
spoken, and in no uncertain terms. The water wagon met hard drinkers. Our dry friends preached that the Volstead 
its Waterloo on November 8. Legalization of beer-reopen- Act was created for the protection of the children then 1n 
ing of breweries-will give needed employment now to many grade schools, but today these children are its chief violators. 
men and will bring into the coffers of our Government many Testifying before the Senate committee, the first session 
million dollars additional revenue. It will provide an elec- of the Seventy-second Congress, in support of Senator 
trical thrill and stimulus to some 60 industries. I am 1n Bingham's 4-percent beer bill, I recited the fact that in 
favor of immediate liberalization of the Volstead Act, which 1929 in the city of Cleveland 32,000 were brought before the 
Woodrow Wilson had the courage .to veto and which was bar ot justice to answer to the charge of being intoxicated. 
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and the average age of these otfen:ders was 25 years. 'lbese 
youths were addicted to canned heat.. corn. and other 111icit 
poisonous liquors, and they admitted that if wholesome pal
atable beer was available they would probably not resort to 
drinking hard liquor. 

The passage of this legislation is a step in the right direc
tion. It permits the manufacture and sale under state con
trol of wholesome beer of an alcoholic content which I per
sonally believe the Supreme Cmrrt will declare, if the con
troversy be brought before that di.stinguished body, a non
intoxicant in fact. 

Hundreds of thousands of our citizens can now discon
tinue the pastime of making humebrew in the basement. I 
have visited many a cellar, but never have I found the by
product of such institutions comparable to the beverage pro
duced by a skilled brewer, and especially the great indus
trial brewers of this country. 

I believe that the advent of this legislation will allow 
law-enforcement officials to devote their time and talent 
tO' the destruction of the racketeer and kidnaper, who arose 
from the ashes ·of prohibition and are the offspring of this 
unsound legislation. Last year, 2 weeks before the kid
naping of the Lindbergh baby, before the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads of the House, of which I am a 
member, a group of business and commercial men appeared 
in an effort to secure more stringent legislation respecting 
the crime of kidnaping. They revealed a gruesome tale of 
over 114 kidnapings which took place in this country during 
the past 2 years without knowledge of the newspapers or 
police officials where these crimes were committed. In re
sponse to an inquiry by a member of the committee to the 
president of the Chamber of Commerce of St. Louis, Mo., as 
to what, in his opinion, caused this epidemic of kidnapings, 
the president of this reputable organization unhesitatingly 
stated, " Congressman, nothing else but national prohibi
tion." Mr. Speaker, I thank God I have lived to see the day 
when this measure will pass the House by an overwhelming 
majority. Its successful passage in the Senate is inevitable. 
Its enactment vindicates our faith in Democracy and the 
sound judgment of the American people, who have suffered 
quietly for many years because of the cowardly acts of 
spineless legislators in refusing to allow full debate and 
discussion of the question of modification of the law we are 
seeking to change today. With the exception, perhaps, of a 
measure looking toward further modification permitting the 
manufacture and sale of light wines, the next and final 
deathknell to national prohibition will be the ratification 
by constitutional majority of the sovereign States of the 
Union, ending forever this cursed law of prohibition. 

[Here the gavel felL] 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker. I yield 3 minutes to the 

gentleman from illinois [Mr. SAliATHl. 
Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker. ladies and gentlemen of the 

House, sound arguments made on this floor should at once 
convince every reasonable Member that there should be 
no further delay in the passage of this bill to amend the 
Volstead Act and permit the manufacture and sale of beer 
and malt products that do not contain more than 3.2 per
cent of alcohol, which content the most outstanding chem
ists and physicians testify is nonintoxicating. 

The few prohibitionists who seem still to be controlled by 
the long-ago discredited Anti-Saloon League have today 

·utilized the same worn-out arguments that have been used 
in favor of prohibition for more than 20 years. Those argu
ments are thoroughly untenable. While I feel that the bill 
I introduced would have been accepted by the Senate with
out amendment, this bill shall have my support, as I feel 
that the millions of people who have been for years deprived 
of their rights by the prohibition law should no longer be 
deprived of those rights, and that speedy action should be 
had. 

We passed a similar bill in the last session of the Con
gress, and, had the Senate been more considerate of the 
unequivocally expressed wishes of the people, and had Presi
dent Hoover been less obstinate and not dominated by the 
fanatical prohibition interests, beer could have been legal-

ized long before tb.is and the country would be receiving a 
large revenue from the manufacture and sale of beer, which 
revenue would contribute very materially to balancing the 
Budget. 

I fully recognize and concede that at this time the revenue 
from the sale of beer will not be so great as was originally 
anticipated. This is dtre to the deplorable economic condi
tions-15.000,000 of people out of employment, business at 
a standstill, banks closed, and hardly any money available 
to the masses of our people. Nevertheless, this bill will im
mediately bring a revenue, directly and indirectly, to the 
United States Government of approximately $100,000,000 a 
year and will also bring to the States and municipalities 
much-needed revenue. 

This bill, moreover, wm be most helpful to the country at 
large by reducing the surplus of barley and wheat, which 
will, no doubt, result in higher prices for these commodities, 
and which will inure especially to the benefit of the farmers. 

I am confident that by the adoption of this bill we shall 
see the laws of the land complied with and crime reduced. 
It will not, as has been charged by the gentlemen from 
Ohio and Kansas, educate the young people to drink in
toxicating liquor and encourage drunkenness. The con
trary is true. It will aid in eliminating the hip-pocket 
flasks of men and the private flasks of young girls, which 
have been in evidence for the last few years. I feel that 
the enactment of this bill will make for sobriety, decent 
temperance, and, as I have said, real law and order. The 
present arguments against the passage of this bill, as stated 
before. are arguments that were used effectively by the pro
hibitionists when they unfairly forced this crime-br.eeding, 
·fatuous, destructive prohibition law upon the American peo
ple by a minority vote. 

I only too well remember the promises that by prohibition 
we would eliminate crime, bring about law and order, re
duce taxation, bring about prosperity, effect a millennium, 
and that we would have a really sober Nation. It was by 
these sophistic arguments that many well-meaning, sill
cere persons were misled. 

As chairman of the Committee on Alcoholic Liquor Traf
fie nearly 25 years ago, I studied the prohibition question 
in the States of Maine, Alabama, Kansas, and Iowa, as well 
as in foreign lands, and, after many years of study, I came 
to the conclusion that prohibition is an abject failure any
where; that it does not tend to bring about real temper
ance, but in fact engenders and promotes a disregard not 
only for the prohibition law but for all other laws. There
fore I have at all times opposed the enactment of prohibi
tion legislation and have, ever since its unwarranted, un
. tenable, and foolish adoption, aimed at effecting its repeal. 
Therefore, after these many years, I am today indeed grat
i:fied by the turn of recent events. and if conditions were 
not so deplorable and serious, and if it were possible for 
anyone to be happy under existing conditions, I assure you 
that I would be happy today to aid in passing legislation 
that will decisively and beneficially modify the unreason
able and harsh Volstead Act and shortly bring about a re
peal of the eighteenth amendment, which made the Volstead 

. Act possible. 
This bill would return to the respective states the rights 

that have been ruthlessly taken from them and restore to 
the people, as I have often said, their personal liberties. 

I have always maintained and still maintain that when 
the facts are brought to the people they will soberly and 
wisely declare against an existing evil; and this prohibition 
legislation is a most tangible evn. That I am and have 
been right in my contention and belief is proved by the 
vote last November, when more than 24 millions of Ameri
can freeman, with the wisdom of 13 years' experience, 
voted in favor of a party whose candidate courageously, un
equivocally. unhesitatingly declared for immediate repeal 
of the eighteenth amendment and modification of the 
Volstead Act. 

There can no longer be any question as to how the people 
o! the Nation feel about prohibition, and it 1s my honest, 
mature opinion that it is our clear duty to carry out tho 
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mandate and the wishes o! that great majority_ of American 
citizens; and I hope that the membership of this House 
will without further delay vote in favor of this bill, so 
that we may again, in good conscience, enjoy our whole
some, nutritious beverage without violating the law of the 
land. 

That it is within the .power of the Congress to pass this 
law, that it is constitutional, no one will deny. 

In conclusion I want to thank the many sincere men 
and women who, under the most adverse conditions, sup
ported me in my fight. To them I extend my hearty thanks 
and appreciation. Those who opposed my efforts in this 
connection will, I hope, come to the conclusion that their 
views and beliefs were not justified and that it is for the 
best interests of the Nation, after 13 years of sad experience, 
to pass this bill, because no law, such as the prohibition law, 
can be enforced unless it meets the approval of a majority 
of our citizens. That we have paid dearly for this sad 
experience everybody must concede; and let us hope that in 
the future we will carefully weigh any action that would 
change the habits, customs, and mode of living of American 
citizens. I hope and expect that within a few days the 
wishes and mandate of the American people will be com
plied with. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 

gentleman from New York [Mr. BoYLAN]. 
Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, this is indeed an auspicious 

day. In the Sixty-eighth Congress there were about 26 men 
on both sides of the aisle who were in favor of amending 
the Volstead Act. I congratulate these pioneers. One of 
them has just addressed you. the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CULLEN], who is in charge of tru bill. [Applause.] 

There was this valiant little band of warriors that kept 
this question alive during all the years; although over
whelmed in great numbers, yet we never lost heart. We 
carried on. We kept the question alive in order that the 
American people some day might realize the iniquity thrust 
upon the people of this country by the adoption of the 
eighteenth amendment. 

Today I have listened to most of the arguments. and we 
only have the same two advanced against the bill that have 
been used during all the years, and what are they? 

First, that it brings back the saloon. Everybody knows 
that whether or not the saloon comes back is within the 
province of each individual State. Each state can regulate 
the method of selling this beverage within its own boundaries. 
So much for the saloon. 

The other argument that is advanced is that of nullifica
tion. Who is there in this House today who will rise in his 
place and say that the President of the United States is in 
favor of nullifying the Constitution? Who is there that 
would dare to make this assertion, and who can rise here 
and point his finger at any man, at present a Member of 
this House, and say that he is trying to nullify the Constitu-
tion of the United States? · 

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOYLAN. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLANE. Does the gentleman say that 4-per

cent beer by volume is not intoxicating? 
Mr. BOYLAN. As I know it, the content of the beer 

under this bill is 3.2 percent and not 4: percent. 
I need not tell you the benefits that will accrue to our 

people through the passage of this bill. Among the many, 
I will recite just a few. It will help the fanner by restoring 
his barley crop and increase his sales a hundred million 
bushels a year. It will help the cooperage industry, as 
12,000,000 new barrels will be needed. 

It will help the steel industry; it will help the motor 
industry. The glass industry will be benefited, also the 
electrical and metal industries. 

Millions of dollars' worth of refrigeration units will be 
called for. The wooden-box manufacturers will get a large 
volume of work. The bottle-making-machinery manufac
turers will be kept busy. The railroads will benefit to the 
extent of $50,000,000 per yea.r in fr~ charges. 

In addition to an these items the Government would be 
saved the staggering cost expended for the arrest, trying, 
and convicting of violators of the Volstead Act. 

Fmally, in passing this bill, we will simply keep faith with 
the people as promised in the platform adopted by the 
National Democratic Convention in Chicago in July last. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, for the third time in less 

than a week I find mysel! voting 1n support of the recom
mendations of the President of the United States. [Ap. 

. plause.J I am inclined to think I am beginning to qualify 
as a nonpartisan. [Laughter.] I have always rather prided 
myself on being a pretty strict Republican partisan, but 
here today I am about to vote for the third recommenda
tion of President Roosevelt. [Applause.] 

The first measure I gladly voted for in that, as President 
of the United States, he informed us that in his opinion a 
great emergency existed which called for our patriotic sup
port of whatever recommendations the President of the 
United States saw fit to make. 

On Saturday the President asked us again to support an 
economy measure. For a long time I have advocated econ
omy in appropriations, so I was pleased to follow again the 
request and suggestion and advice of the President of the 
United States. 

Yesterday the President submitted to the Congress what 
I think is the briefest presidential message that has ever 
been read here, certainly within the 20 years that I have 
been a Member of this House, and I do not think it will do 
any harm for a Republican Member to read this brief mes
sage of the President. He said to the Congress: 

I recommend to the Congress the passage of legislation for the 
immediate modification of the Volstead Act, in order to legalize 
the manufacture and sale of beer and other beverages of such 
alcohollc content as 1s permlss1ble under the Constitution; and to 
provide through such manufacture and sale, by substantial taxes, 
a proper and much-needed revenue !or the Government. 

I deem action at thi.s time to be of the highest importance. 

There are two outstanding features in this brief message 
that I desire to call again to the attention of the House; 
namely, the manufacture and sale of beer of such alcoholic 
content as is permissible under the Constitution. It is not 
for us to say, Mr. Speaker, what the alcoholic content is 
that is permissible under the Constitution. I have not the 
slightest doubt that eventually this question will be tried 
out before the Supreme Court of the United States, which, 
of course, has final jurisdiction as to the interpretation of 
the Constitution; and certainly Mr. Roosevelt, as President 
of the United States, is within his rights in offering us 
advice about manufactming an article that will not be con
trary to the provisions of the Constitution. 

The other item of this brief message that I wish to refer 
to is the one wherein he says it will provide us with a proper 
and a much-needed revenue. 

It is on this point that I wish to say a word, because 
originally I felt that this so-called " beer bill " had no place 
within the jUl'isdiction of the Ways and Means Committee. 
We are a revenue-raising committee and not a committee 
to pass on legal or constitutional questions, in my opinion; 
but under the provisions of the rule with respect to the 
reference of measures to committees this measure was sub
mitted to the Ways and Means Committee in the last Con
gress, and has been resubmitted to the committee in this 
session of the Congress. Therefore it is, to my mind, so far 
as our committee is concerned, a question of revenue, to 
which the President referred in his message. Accordingly 
I desire to call attention to the two features of the bill now 
before us having to do with revenue. 

On page 2, line 2, there is provided a tax of $5 per barrel 
on every barrel containing not more than 31 gallons. 

On line 20, page 2, there is a tax of a thousand dollars for 
every brewery. One is an occupational tax and the other a 
direct tax levy. 

Now, this first item of $5 per barrel is estimated to bring 
into the Treasury a revenue of not less than $150,000,000 
per a.mwm. 
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Mr. McF .ARLANK Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 
Mr. McFARLANE. Under the economic conditions of the 

country today, does the gentleman think it will bring in 
anywhere near that amount? 

Mr. TREADWAY. A year ago we had experts of the 
Government before us in hearings on the revenue law, and 
they said it would bring in anywhere from $125,000,000 to 
$150,000,&00 per annum, and it is further stated that 
$125,000,000 is the lowest amount. 

Now, we have heard a great deal in previous debates as to 
the possibility of getting a glass of good beer. The brewery 
people testified that with a tax of $5 per barrel you would 
still be able to get a good 5-cent glass of beer. Therefore, 
I think it would be very foolish for Congress to raise the rate 
as has been suggested. It should remain at $5 a barrel, 
which, as I have said, will bring in $150,009,000 per annum. 

Mr. FREAR. That amount is for the first year. 
Mr. TREADWAY. Yes; and the advocates of the resump

tion of the manufacture of beer inform us that the amount 
will increase as the taste of the people again is cultivated for 
good beer. 

Mr. WEIDEMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 
Mr. WEIDEMAN. As a matter of fact, the resources of 

the Government will be increased, for instead of g.oing to 
Canada to get a glass of beer, they can get it right here. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I think it would save boat fare acroSs 
the river from Detroit for some patrons. [Laughter.] 

At a thousand-dollar tax on a brewery, the testimony 
before our committee was that we will receive in the neigh
borhood of $200,000 the first year. In other words, there 
will be at least 200 breweries at $1,000 apiece. Therefore, 
the President's recommendation that the revenue is obtain
able certainly is in itself convincing, and I believe that we 
should adopt the recommendation of the President by the 
passage of this bill. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield again? · 
Mr. TREADWAY. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLANE. Would the gentleman be in favor of 

increasing the inheritance-tax rate to that comparable with 
France and England? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, the question of the income, inher
itance, and various other taxes has been so extensively 
threshed out on the floor and before the Ways and Means 
Committee; let them rest for the time being and pass the 
beer bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remainder of the time allot
ted to the Republican side. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the 
subcommittee of the Democratic members of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, which drafted the bill, based upon 
the CUllen bill, I want to convey to the Membership of the 
House the fact that the main purpose of the Committee on 
Ways and Means was to keep this bill strictly a revenue 
measure and to take the Federal Government out of the 
control and regulation of the sale and distribution of any 
beverage containing 3.2 percent or less. The bill that we 
are voting on leaves to the several States the power to regu
late and control beer, porter, ale, and such other drinks as 
may be provided for therein. 

There were two provisions in the bill that the subcom
mittee considered yesterday which carried the jurisdiction 
of the Federal Government into several States. Those pro
visions wertr stricken from the bill. So we have a clear
cut bill presented to the House which, when it passes and 
passes the· Senate and becomes a law, leaves to every State 
in the Union absolute jurisdiction over the matter of beer · 
containing not over 3.2 percent of alcoholic content. 

The tax phase of this bill is of great importance. · The 
present Democratic administration has inherited a deficit · 
of over $5,000,000,000 from the last Republican administra
tion. When I sit here and see Members of the Republican 
Party urge the defeat of this bill, with knowledge on their 

part that the Democratic administration is inheriting & 
deficit of over $5,000,000,000 from the Republican adminis
tration of the past 4 years, I wonder how they can re
frain from helping the present Democratic administration 
to balance the Budget by voting for this bill, so essential 
to business recovery as a result of the huge deficits inherited. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RoGERS] has ex
pressed great concern about the boys and girls in his state. 
I thoroughly agree with him. Every Member of this House 
entertains the same thought that he does, and one of the 
reasons I am voting for this bill is because it is going to 
help remove the condition that he has in mind and about 
which he is so concerned. 

Reference has been made previously during the debate 
to the fact that provision is not made in this bill for the 
immediate manufacture, sale, and distribution of the bever
age provided in the bill in the District of Columbia. The 
reason for this is very simple. It is not the purpose of this 
bill to provide for anything other than the raising of revenue 
and the indirect amending of the Volstead Act to permit the 
several States and Territories to manufacture, distribute, 
and sell a beverage containing not more than 3.2 percent 
of alcohol. It is the purpose of this bill to leave to the 
several States and to the Territories the power to pass en
abling legislation relative to their own jurisdiction. By 
adopting this method we are taking the Federal Government 
completely out of ·this field and divesting the jurisdiction of 
the Federal Government to that extent. While it is true 
that the Congress of the United States passes all legislation 
relating to the District of Columbia, nevertheless we do so 
in the capacity of legislators of the District of Columbia. 
The usual procedure of a bill being introduced and referred 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia will be taken. 
It would be improper for the Committee on Ways and 
Means to undertake to report out in this bill a provision 
relating to the manufacture, distribution, and sale of a bev
erage containing 3.2 percent of alcohol in the District of 
Columbia. Such enabling legislation after this bill becomes 
a law will be passed. To incorporate any such provisions 
in the present bill would interfere with its passage. So far 
as I am concerned, I shall do everything in my power to 
see to it that such legislation is enacted as quickly as pos
sible after the pending bill becomes law. 

It is unnecessary to refer in detail to the many arguments 
which could be advanced in support of this bill, as speakers 
who have preceded me have ably presented such arguments. 
The real influence which brought about the state of mind 
which existed in the closing days of the last Congress, and 
which still exists today, on the prohibition question is the 
voice of public opinion. Many Members have changed and 
will change their votes on this question, due to the fact that 
the people in their districts have changed their views with 
reference to the prohibition question. In the final analysis, 
public opinion is the influence which will bring about the 
passage of this bill. 

One of the most serious problems confronting the 
American people today is the intensive and extensive u.se 
of machinery in business, with its accompanYing displace
ment of human labor. This is a problem which I bave re
ferred to on previous occasions, and which is more acute 
today than it has been in the past. Of the 12,000,000 
unemployed, it is safe to say that at least 3,000,000 are 
unemployed as a result of the extensive use of machinery 
in business during the past 10 years. In the abnormal 
days preceding the collapse of the stock market in October, 
1929, the abuses arising from the machine era were not 
recognized. The abnormal business activities of the 7 years 
preceding the present depression were such as to reabsorb 
into business men and women who would ordinarily be 
displaced as a result of the machinery problem. The pres
ent depression has clearly evidenced to us that while ma
chinery has brought about many benefits to mankind. it 
has brought an evll which we must recognize and control 
in some way. Displaced labor must be reabsorbed into 
industry or taken care of in some way, thereby not becom
ing a burden upon society. Unless employment is assured 
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them, where their numbers are constantly increasing, dis
content and dissatisfaction are created, with other harm
ful conditions following. The creation of a new industry 
or a new business is the best way to reabsorb labor dis
placed by the use of machinery. The reestablishment of the 
basic industry provided for in this bill will constitute in a 
sense a new legal industry, capable of reabsorbing directly 
or indirectly at least 500,000 of our displaced workers into 
a legitimate enterprise. From this angle alone the passage 
of this bill is of extreme importance. 

As the debate is now to close, I hope that when the 
vote is recorded it will show an overwhelming victory for 
liberalism on this question, and that three quarters of the 
States of the Union will as quickly as possible ratify the 
repeal of th~ eighteenth amendment, thereby leaving be
hind forever the dark days of fanatical prohibition. We 
have had 13 years' experience with prohibition. We may 
rest content that the future generations of Americans will 
never want to undergo a similar experience. While this 
generation has suffered from prohibition, it has been an 
experience which will be useful and of service to future 
generations of Americans. We at lea.st have the satisfaction 
of having undergone the so-called "noble experiment," and 
the probability of its return in any form in this or any 
future generation is very remote. We have again returned 
to the journey of true temperance, the influences of religion 
and of the bigber things of life exerting themselves upon 
the mind of the individual and the voluntary and perma
nent response of the mind of the individual thereto, with 
the individual's exercise of his or her will power. 
[Applause.] 

SWEARING IN OF JOHlf '1'. BUCKBEE, A REPltESEN'l'ATIVE FROM 
ILLINOIS 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to inform the House 
that by reason of the authority conferred upon him by 
House Resolution 40 he did on this day administer the oath 
of omce to the Bon. J amr T. BucKBEE at Providence Hos
pital, District of Columbia. 

Mr. BRITI'EN. Mr. Speaker, I o1Ier the following resolu
tion, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 46 

Whereas JoHN B. BucKBEE. a Representative for the State o! 
lllinois, has been unable from sickness to appear in person to be 
sworn as a. Member of this House but has sworn to a.nd sub
scribed the oath of offi.ce before the Speaker, authorized by reso
lution of this House to a.dmlnister the oath, a.nd that said oath 
o! office has been presented in his behalf to the House, a.nd there 
being no contest or question as to his election: Therefore 

Resolved, That said oath be accepted and received by the House 
as the oath of offi.ce of the said JoHN T. BucKBEE as a Member 
o! this House. 

Tne SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso
lution. 

The resolution w~s agreed to. 
THE BEER BILL 

The SPEAKER. All time has expired on the bill <H.R. 
3341) to provide revenue by the taxation of certain nonin
toxicating liquor, and for other purposes. Under the unani
mous-consent agreement entered into, the previous question 
is ordered. The question i8 on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there were-yeas 316, nays 

97, not voting 17, as follows: 

Adair 
Adams 
Andrew, Mass. 

[Ron No. 51 
YEAS-316 

Andrews, N.Y. 
Arens 
Arnold 

Au! der Heide 
Ayers, Mont. 
Bacharach 

LXXVII--28 

Bacon 
Ba.lley 
Bakewell 

Beam 
Beck 
Beiter 
Berlin 
Biermann 
Black 
Blanchard 
Bloom 
Boehne 
Boileau 

·Boland 
Bolton 
Boylan 
Brennan 
Britten 
Brooks 
Brown, Ky. 
Brown, Mich. 
Brumm 
Brunner 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bulwlnkle 
Burch 
Burke, Ca.ll!. 
Burnham 
Byrns 
Ca.dy 
Caldwell 
Ca.nnon,Mo. 
Cannon, Wis. 
Carden 

Doutrtch 
Drewry 
Duffey 
Duncan, Mo. 
Dunn 
Durgan, Ind. 
Eagle 
Eaton 
Edmonds 
Eicher 
Engle bright 
Faddis 
Farley 
Fernandez 
F1esinger 
Fish 
Fitzgibbons 
Fitzpatrick 
Fletcher 
Ford 
Foss 
Foulkes 
Frear 
Fuller 
Fulmer 
Gambrill 
Ga.vagan 
Gibson 
G11Iord 
Gillespie 
Gillette 
Goodwin 
Goss 
Granfield 
Gra.y 

Kleberg 
Kloeb 
Kniffi.n 
Knutson 
Kocialkowskt 
Kopplema.nn 
Kvale 
Lamneck 
Lanzetta. 
Larrabee 
Lea, Call!. 
Lee, Mo. 
Lehlba.ch 
Lehr 
Lemke 
Lesinski 
Lewis, Colo. 
Lewis,Md. 
Lindsay 
Lloyd 
Lozier 
Lundeen 
McCormack 
McDuffie 
McGrath 
McKeown 
McLean 
McLeod 
McMillan 
McReynolds 
McSwain 
Major 

Carley 
Carpenter, Nebr. 
Carter, Ca.ll!. 
carter, Wyo. 
Ca.ry 

· Green 

Maloney, Conn. 
Maloney, La. 
ManSfield 
Marland 
Martin, Colo. 
Martin, Mass. 
Martin, Oreg. 

Ca.vicchla 
Celler 
Chapman 
Chavez 
Church 
Claiborne 
Cochran, Mo. 
Coffin 
Colden 
Cole 
Colmer 
Condon 
Connery 
Connolly 
Corning 
Crosby 
Cross 
Crosser 
Crowe 
Crump 
Cullen 
Darden 
Darrow 
Dear 
Delaney 
De Priest 
DeRouen 
Dickinson 
Dickstein 
Dies 
Dingell 
Dirksen 
Disney 
Ditter 
Dobbins 
Dockweiler 
Dondero 
Dough ton 
Douglass 

Allen 
Allgood 
Ayres, Ka.ns. 
Bankhead 
Beedy 
Bland 
Blanton 
Briggs 
Browning 
Busby 
Carpenter, Kans. 
Castell ow 
Chase 
Christianson 
Clark. N.C. 
Cochran, Pa. 
Collins, Call!. 
Collins, Miss. 
Cooper, Ohio 
Cooper, Tenn. 
Cox 
Cravens 
Crowther 
Culkin 
cummings . 

Griffi.n 
Griswold 
Haines 
Hamilton 
Hancock. N.Y. 
Hancock, N.C. 
Harlan 
Hart 
Harter 
Hartley 
Healey 
Henney 
Hess 
Higgins 
Hildebrandt 
Hill, Al&. 
Hlll, Knute 
Hill, Sam B. 
Hoeppel 
Hoidale 
Hollister 
Holmes 
Howard 
Hughes 
Imhoff 
Jacobsen 
James 
Jeffers 
Jenckes 
Johnson, Minn. 
Johnson, W.Va. 
Ka.hn 
Kee 
Keller 
Kelly,ru. 
Kemp 
Kennedy, Md. 
Kennedy, N.Y. 
Kenney 
Kerr 

May 
Mead 
Meeks 
Merritt 
Millard 
Milligan 
Mitchell 
Monaghan 
Montet 
Moran 
Mott 
Moynihan 
Muldowney 
Murdock 
Musselwhite 
Nesbit 
Norton 
O'Brien 
O'Connell 
O'Connor 
O'Malley 
Oliver, N.Y. 
Palmisano 
Parker, Ga.. 
Parker, N.Y. 
Parsons 
Perkins 
Peterson 
Pettengill 
Peyser 
Pierce 
Polk 
Pou 
Powers 
Pra.ll 
Ramsay 
Randolph 

NAYS-97 

Deen 
Dowell 
Doxey 
Driver 
Ellzey, Miss. 
El tse, Cs.li!. 
Evans 
Flannagan 
Focht 
Gilchrist 
Glover 
Goldsborough 
Greenwood · 
Guyer 
Hastings 
Hooper 
Hope 
Huddleston 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Okla. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Jones 
Kelly, Pa.. 
Kinzer 
KmW 

Lambertson 
Lambeth 
Lanham 
Luce 
Ludlow 
McCarthy 
McClintic 
McFadden 
McFarlane 
McGugin 
Mapes 
Marshall 
Miller 
Morehead 
Oliver, Ala. 
Owen 
Parks 
Pa.tma.n 
Ragon 
Rams peck 
Rankin 
Rayburn 
Reece 
Reed, N.Y. 
R1c.h 

401 
Ransley 
Reilly . 
Richards 
Richardson 
Robertson 
Robinson 
Rogers, Mass. 
Romjue 
Rudd 
Ruffin 
Sa bath 
Sadowski 
Schuetz 
Schulte 
Scrugham 
Seger 
Shallenberger 
Shannon 
Shoemaker 
Simpson 
Sirovich 
Sisson 
Smith, Va.. 
Smith, Wa.sh. 
Smith, W.Va.. 
Snyder 
Somers, N.Y. 
Spence 
Steagall 
Stokes 
Stubbs 
Studley 
Sullivan 
Sutphin 
Sweeney 
Terrell 
Thorn 
Thomason, Tex. 
Thompson, Ill
Tinkham 
Traeger 
Treadway 
Truax 
Turner 
Turpin 
Umstead 
Underwood 
Utterback 
Vinson, Ga. 
Vinson, Ky. 
Waldron 
Wallgren 
Walter 
Warren 
Watson 
Wearin 
Weideman 
Welch 
Werner 
West 
White 
Whitley 
Wigglesworth 
Wilcox 
Willford 
Williams 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wolfenden 
Wolverton 
Wood, Mo. 
WoodrufJ 
Woodrum 
Young 
Zioncheck 
The Speaker 

Rogers, Okla. 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Secrest 
Sinclair 
Snell 
Stalker 
Strong,Pa. 
Strong, Tex. 
Sumners, Tex. 
Swank 
Swick 
Taber 
Tarver 
Taylor, S.C. 
Taylor, Tenn. 
Thurston 
Tobey 
Weaver 
Whittington. 
WUson 
Wood. Ga. 
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NOT VOTING-17 

Abernethy Clarke, N.Y. Peavey Taylor, Colo. 
Almon Gasque Reid, ill. Wadsworth 
Buckbee Gregory Rogers, N.H. 
Burke, Nebr. Kramer Schaefer 
Cartwright Montague Sears 

The SPE..AKE.R. The Clerk will call my name. 
The Clerk called the name of Mr. RAINEY, and he answered 

.. yea." 
So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote: 

·Mr. Rogers o! New Hampshire (for) with Mr. Cartwright (against). 
Mr. Wadsworth (for) with Mr. Reid of illinois (against). 

General pairs: 
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Peavey. 
Mr. Almon with Mr. Buckbee. 
Mr. Gregory with Mr. Clarke of New York. 

Mr. BY.RNS. Mr. Speaker, the following Members are un
avoidably absent, either on account of illness or important 
business. If present, they would vote " aye "; 

Messrs. MONTAGUE, SCHAEFER, TAYLOR of Colorado, SEARS, 
BuRKE of Nebraska, and KRAMER. 

Mr. McMIT.UN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to announce the 
absence of my colleague, Mr. GASQUE, on account of illness. 
If present, he would vote "aye." 

Mr. BECK. Mr. Speaker, our colleague the gentleman 
from New York, Mr. WADSWORTH. is unavoidably absent, and, 
to his very great regret, unable to be present today, but I 
am authorized to say that if present, he would vote " aye." 

Mr. ENGLEBR.IGHT. Ml-. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Dlinois, Mr. BucKBEE, is absent on account of being confined 
in a hospital. If he had been present, I am informed that 
he would have voted " aye." 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
New Hampshire, Mr. RoGERS, is unavoidably absent. If 
present, he would vote " aye." 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
On motion by Mr. CuLLEN, a motion to reconsider the vote 

by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
ali Members have 5 legislative days within which to ex
tend their own remarks on the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am more than happy to 

be able to stand upon the fioor of this House today to favor 
the passage of the beer measure which is now before us. 
For more than 6 years I have campaigned in my district 
for the legalization of good beer as a measure which would 
not only restore the morality of the people of my own State 
but of the United States, and as a measure which would 
hasten the return of prosperity and employment in these 
United States. The record of my humble political activity, 
should any Member of this House desire to inspect it, will 
show that in the campaign of 1928 I was the only candidate 
for Congress in· the State of Wiscons-in on any party ticket 
who favored the outright repeal of the eighteenth amend
ment. Again in 1930, when I was again a candidate for 
Congress in the Fifth District of Wisconsin, I likewise fol
lowed this consistent course of campaigning upon the single 
platform of a return to sanity through the repeal of the 
eighteenth amendment and the abolition of the infamous 
and fanatical Volstead law. I have been accused of having 
a 1-track mind because of my persistency upon this issue, 
and that may be true; but that one track which I have fol
lowed has been based upon the belief that you cannot legis
late successfully in the matter of harmless personal habits 
for the American people, and that you cannot make people 
good by law. 

Everything that could be said about beer has been said by 
men in this House far abler than myself. I have had little 
time in which to inspect the provisionS of this bill, but I 
feel that the alcoholic content which it specifies will be sum-

cient to enable the brewmasters of my own city of Milwau
kee, skilled for generations in their art, to give again legally 
to the people of the United States a palatable, healthful, 
harmless, and enjoyable beverage. 

This is the first step toward the destruction of the ~ign 
of terror fastened upon the American people by the prohibi
tion law. The passage of this measure is the first sten in 
this speedily moving drama of the restoration of ·personal 
liberty. It is likewise the first official act of this extraor
dinary session of Congress toward the relief of unemploy
ment and the relief of agriculture. Never before was a 
great industry upon which so many people depended, from 
farmers to laborers, wiped out with such ruthless and hasty 
action as brought about the ill-fated and unfortunate pas
sage of the eighteenth amendment over the presidential veto 
of that great Democrat, Woodrow Wilson. 

It is useless for any lady or gentleman in this House to 
parade across this floor in my view the bogey-man of the 
saloon. I have said that, as a younger Member of this House, 
I was not at an age before prohibition wherein experience 
with the saloon came very definitely to my attention. I 
wish to repeat, however, that no matter what the saloon 
was-and I know little about it-it is far preferable to the 
brothels, speakeasies, bootleggers, racketeers, drug-store gin 
palaces, beer fiats, and hidden dens of crime and iniquity 
brought upon not only my own city but all the big cities of 
the country through the advent of prohibition. 

I feel that I can speak for a younger generation today 
upon this important measure, a generation that with a 
knowledge of the mistakes of its elders is ready and de
termined to wipe out the evils which the iniquitous and 
fanatical prohibition enactment has fastened upon us, 
The people of the United States and of my district are 
anxiously watching this Congress in the hope of an era 
of prosperity. I am happy, indeed, to be able to support 
this measure introduced here today. To date, this House 
in a hectic extraordinary session of the Seventy-third Con
gress has adopted two measures, neither of which, to my 
mind, bears any relation to their greatest problem of aiL 
that of unemployment. This measure you are asked to pass 
upon today will relieve unemployment, relieve it in my 
district and throughout the State and the Nation in a 
satisfactory and truly American way-of restoration of lib
erty to a liberty-loving people. I believe I can safely esti
mate that thousands of good, stable, honest, and reliable 
citizens of my city of Milwaukee will be restored to gainful 
employment through the passage of this bill. It will bring 
revenue into the Federal Treasury which now is being 
diverted to the ends of crime, and it will carry out the one 
and only section of the Democratic platform in the cam
paign of 1932 which uses the word " immediate " in its 
call for action to the majority of this House pledged to 
the new deal and the relief of misery and suffering borne 
so heroically today upon the heavily laden shoulders of 
the forgotten men and women whom our President cham
pioned so nobly. Let me conclude with this plea: That to
day we give our unanimous, immediate approval to the 
legalization of good beer, worrying not about technical ques
tions such as alcoholic content, and so forth, but leaving 
that always, as it should be left, to those who know more 
about what good beer really is than we do. 

When I cast my vote in favor of this measure I cast It 
with the fullest knowledge that it is a vote which restores 
to my district life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, 
while restoring employment and prosperity, not only to my 
city and my state but throughout the Nation. 

Mr. LESINSKI. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, being a new Member o! this body, I appreciate the 
courtesy which has been extended to me in permitting me to 
say a few words in favor of the pending legislation to legalize 
the manufacture and sale of beer. 

A few moments ago my colleague from Kansas made the 
statement that if the sale of beer was legalized that it would 
mean the immediate return of the saloon, and that all 
chances of seeing the repeal of the eighteenth amendment 
ratified by the several States would be killed. 



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 403 

I should like to call to his attention the fad that I come 
from a section of the cotllltry that is made up of some of 
the largest manufacturing establishments in the world, in
cluding the Ford Motor Co. Before the advent of prohibi
tion we had saloons where the laboring man could go and 
get his glass of beer for a nickeL Since prohibition these 
saloons have gone entirely out of business. and for each 
saloon a dozen blind pigs have sprung up; and instead of 
selling a pure glass of beer they now sell everything and 
anything manufactured in basements, alleys, and goodness 
knows where. 

The people who formerly enjoyed their glass of beer are 
now drinking the poorest of bootleg drinks, and they are 
paying five times what it cost them in former years. No; my 
friends, the saloon is not going to return; it has never left 
us. We are going to pull it out in the open and place a sign 
on it; we are going to get it out of the attic and the cellar 
and give it a little sunlight. so that those who do desire a re
freshing beverage may make use of it, knowing that the beer 
that they purchase will be manufactured under sanitary con
ditions at least. 

My colleague also stated that there was not a. man on the 
fioor of this House who had been elected on the liquor ques
tion, and that President Roosevelt would have been elected 
had he run on a platform advocating the repeal of the laws 
of gravitation. I would call to my colleague's attention the 
fact that one of the main planks in my platform was the 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment and the modification 
of the Volstead Act, and I would consider myself a traitor to 
my constituents if I did not lend my whole-hearted support 
to this measure. 

Mr. WEIDEMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with pleasure that 
I vote affirmatively in compliance with the request of Presi
dent Roosevelt in favor of this so-called beer bill. In cast
ing my vote in favor of this bill I sincerely believe it means 
a new era of law enforcement and prosperity throughout our 
country, and particularly in my native city of Detroit, situ
ated just across the Detroit River from Canada, which has 
been selling beer legally and profitably not only to their 
people but to Americans for many years. 

The legal sale of beer will keep millions of dollars annually 
in Detroit and in the United States which heretofore has 
been spent in Canada. It will mean an end of debauchery 
of school children and young men and women in my city 
who have been victims of the lures of dives and speak-easies 
for years. In many instances their morals have been ruined. 
their health jeopardized, and their respect for law lessened 
by the unspeakable conditions that arise when beer and 
liquor are sold illicitly and in places not recognized by law or 
society. 

STATE RIGHTS PROTECTED 

Those States not desiring the sale of beer are not bound 
by this act to legalize the sale of beer; the right of the States 
to legislate for themselves is again restored to the individual 
States. 

The bringing of the sale of beer out in the open will tend 
to instill into the minds and hearts of the people a respect 
for all laws. The general disobedience of the prohibition laws 
has brought about a more or less general disrespect for all 
laws. By the passage of the beer bill the Government of the 
United States will reaffirm its confidence in the people and 
their right to regulate its manner of living and tend to 
develop a more wholesome respect for all law. 

So it is with great pleasure that I join our President in 
reaching toward one of the milestones which I believe will 
return this country to a balanced Budget. better law enforce
ment, better morals, and more respect for all laws. 

Mr. DEEN. Mr. Speaker, although I realize this bill will 
pass by an overwhelmingly large vote, I cannot vote for it, 
and wish to make clear my reasons. 

When the President of the United States sent us his first 
special message regarding the banking situation. and the 
banking bill, along with his message, was under considera
tion, I voted for the bilL In fact, there was not a dissenting 
vote on either side of the House. Again, when he sent us 

another sped al message relative to his economy bill, I sup
ported the President, and gladly did so. 

There are several reasons why I cannot vote for this beer 
bill. The first one is that I can not see how a poverty
stricken Nation can drink itself to prosperity or how we can 
forget that millions are crying for bread instead of beer. 
Again, the proponents of beer several months ago predicted 
and believed, so they say, that the revenue obtained from 
the sale of beer would be around a half billion dollars annu
ally. Later they said it will probably be around a quarter 
of a billion, and now the conservative prediction by the 
leaders is that the sale of beer will bring into the Treasury 
only around $150,000,000 to $200,000,000. 

I think passage of this bill is entirely premature. The 
Seventy-second Congress voted to submit the repeal of the 
eighteenth amendment to the States by conventions, and it 
is my conviction that the people ought to have an oppor
tunity to express themselves before we pass any beer bili 
that modifies the Volstead Act and thereby destroys that 
part of the Constitution. 

The final reason why I cannot and will not vote for this 
bill is based on my platform on which I was elected. I 
pledged to the people of my district, in writing, that I would 
be willing to submit the eighteenth amendment before cast
ing a vote to repeal or modify the Volstead Act. Since the 
last Congress sUbmitted the eighteenth amendment, the peo
ple of my district and State will have an opportunity to 
register their wishes on this question of repeaL 

If the necessary majority of the States ratify the twenty
first amendment, repealing the eighteenth amendment, then 
will be time enough to modify the Volstead Act. It is my 
conviction that this 3.2 percent beer is intoxicating; and, 
until the eighteenth amendment is repealed, it is still a part 
of the Constitution. If the passage of this bill insures in
toxication, it will only add to the greater disrespect for the 
Constitution and the laws of the country. 
Mr~ ZIONCHECK. Mr. Speaker, I am voting " yes " on 

this so-called ''beer bill", although I do not share the opti
mism of many of my colleagues concerning the amount of 
revenue which will pour into the governmental coffers by 
reason of its enactment. I am reasonably certain that it is 
an illusion that beer will in any manner alleviate the de
pression · or create employment to any appreciable extent. 
I am aware that large income-tax payers are favorable to 
the passage of this measure in a hope to thereby transfer 
onto the backs of the thirsty poor a large she.re of their tax 
burden. Nevertheless, I vote as I do for the following 
reasons: 

First. Campaign promise to vote · for the immediate modi
fication of the Volstead Act to legalize light wines and beer. 

Second. Mandate of the voters of the State of Washington 
on the 8th day of November 1932, when they wiped clean 
from our statute books every pr-ohibition law by 2 to 1 
upon an initiative measure for this purpose known as 
"Initiative Measure No. 61." 

Third. Personal opposition to sumptuary legislation as a 
matter of principle. 

Fourth. To some extent at least to do away with crime, 
racketeering, and lawlessness. 

Fifth. Wholesome hatred of professional drys and pro
hibition agents. 

Sixth. To eliminate what I believe to be the popular illu
sion that beer will bring back prosperity, and thus to some 
degree direct attention to the fundamental causes of the 
depression that the problem be recognized before it is too 
late to solve it in a peaceful. orderly, American manner. 

Allow me to state that if opportunity is given this body
which I feel certain it will not-to vote as to the " mode and 
manner", I would cast my vote for governmental manufac
ture. sale, and distribution so that not one cent of private 
profit would be derived therefrom. for then, and only then, 
would many o! the so-called " inherent abuses " be brought 
within relatively rational controL It is my humble guess, 
however, that we shall soon have Anheuser-Busch, Pilsner, 
Blue Ribbo~ and what-not hours on the radio. 
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It is my hope now that the question of beer has been dis- Congress. The convention at which I was nominated 

posed of that we immediately proceed to the sane solution of ' adopted the national party's platform. I accepted the nom
the pressing emergencies which confront the unemployed ination and publicly announced that I stood 100 percent
as well as the debt-ridden farmers, who are being ground a POPular phrase-upon that platform. I appealed for 
in a ruthless and unmerciful manner into veritable paupers. votes upon an expressed promise to carry out so far as I 

These problems present the real emergencies, the solution could my party's platform pledges. I was elected; and I am 
of which is not a matter of choice-it is a matter of happy indeed that our Chief Executive, who led his and my 
necessity. party to victory, looks upon a platform pledge as a solemn 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have had the pleasure promise to or a covenant with the people not to be trifled 
of voting with the President on two of his measures, and with or_ made. light of. He believes it should be carried out 
now I have the suPreme satisfaction of voting for the third- and performed, and that, at the earliest possible moment. 
the beer bill The word "immediate" as used in that platform means to 

This bill means work; it means jobs for the unemployed him just what the dictionary states it to mean, "not dis
in my district. It will give employment to a large number of tant." Hence, on the ninth day of his administration he 
men. sent a short, clear, and concise message to this Congress 

I was somewhat amused at the colloquy between the gen- which is a reminder to the Democratic Members of their 
tleman from St. Louis and the gentleman from Milwaukee party's platform pledge a.nd a request to carry it out by 

·as to the quality of their beer. I desire to say that Detroit proper legislation, by legalizing the manufacture and sale 
has just as good beer as theirs, and we are ready to go. We of beer and other beverages of such alcoholic content as is 
want this bill put through. It does not mean employment permissible under the Constitution. and to provide through 
for men in my district alone, but all over the country. I such manufacture and sale, by substantial taxes, a proper 
am interested in this bill particularly, because it is the first and much-needed revenue for the Government. He further 
step to provide employment to a portion of those 11,000,000 says that he deems action at this time to be of the highest 
men who are out of work. Mr. Woll, the labor committee importance. It is true he did not say what the alcoholic 
representative for the modification of the eighteenth amend- content should be. It is likewise true that he did not limit 
ment, has estimated that this legislation will put to work the legalization of the manufacture and sale to beer. Those 
at least 1,000,000 men and women in the brewing and asso- matters he left to the Congress. This branch of the Con
elated industries. gress has this morning had presented to it a bill which I 

This beer bill will not only be a benefit to my district or have termed a "beer bill.". It does, however, also include 
any particular district, but it will be of benefit to every part ale, porter, and other similar fermented liquor containing 
of the Nation. This bill is not only a bill to create em- one half of 1 percent or more of alcohol by volume and not 
ployment, but it is also a revenue-raising measure. It will more than 3.2 percent of alcohol by weight. 
bring in at least $200,000,000 annually in revenue to the In deciding to vote for the passage of that bill, I ..feel that 
United States Treasury. I am following the greatest leadership that has arisen in 

In addition to creating employment and raising revenue, Ametica since the administration of the great Wilson. I 
this bill will create a better social and moral condition in believe that Franklin Delano Roosevelt has in the last 10 
the Nation. It will eliminate the law violator-the thug days done more for this country than has any other Chief 
and the racketeer-who is today engaged in the beer busi- Executive since the World War in the whole period of his 
ness, and place it back into responsible legitimate hands service. Our President has awakened a sleeping nation; he 
under Government supervision and control. has put fresh hope in the hearts of his countrymen; he has 

In my district we have nine large breweries, namely: The started to build anew upon the wreck and ruin of the last 
Zynda Brewing Co., the Pfeiffer Brewing Co., the Wayne Republican administration. I am going to vote him the 
Products Co., the Auto City Brewing Co., the Sch!nidt Brew- ways and means. This bill, I believe, will raise a proper and 
ery, the Union Brewery, Stroh's Brewery, C. & K. Products much-needed revenue. And, too, I am not fearful of its 
Co., and Creamee Malt Brewery that are ready for business being declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court. It is, 
and ready to employ the idle men in my district. This, in my as its title states it to be, "A bill to provide revenue by the 
·OPinion, will be the second largest industry, superseded only taxation of certain nonintoxicating liquor." 
by the automobile industry. My district, being made up en- True, it permits and legalizes the manufacture and sale 
tirely of factory workers, was hit harder than any other dis- . of beer containing 3.2 percent of alcohol by weight, and I 
trict in Michigan during this depression, and I can frankly will admit that for some time I pondered the meaning and 
state that no district in the United States received the Presi- full significance of those words contained in the Democratic 
dent's message recommending the passag~ of this bill for the Party platform and in the President's message, "as is per
immediate modification of the Volstead Act in order to legal- missible under the Constitution." I concluded that to be a 
ize the manufacture and sale of beer with greater joy, than question for and the function of the Supreme Court, and 
people of my district, the First Congressional District of that a congressional determination of 3.2 percent of alco
·Michigan. They are today satisfied that the confidence re- holic content as nonintoxicating will be upheld by that Court 
posed in our President, Franklin D. Roosevelt, when they should the question of what alcoholic content is permissible 
gave him a 32,000 majority, was well placed, and they are under the Constitution therein arise. If I am mistaken and 
grateful to him for the fearless and vigorous leadership that do vote for this act which will hereafter be declared uncon
be bas shown in breaking this depression. stitutional, I will not be the first or the last Member of Con-

Personally, I am proud and pleased to have the oppor- gress to make the mistake of having innocently voted for 
. tunity to come up here today and vote to carry out one of the passage of an unconstitutional measure, and I assure you 
the campaign pledges of the Democratic Party to the peo- it will have been a mistake of the head and not of the heart. 
pie of the United States of America. It has been mentioned by some here today that the pas-

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I sage of this bill will bring the saloons back. I am not doing 
desire to state why I am going to vote for the passage of the that by my vote. This Congress is not doing that in passing 
beer bill. In the campaign just passed, in which all of the this bill. Under the terms of this bill the manufacture and 
Members of this branch of Congress were elected, the Demo- sale of this beverage is to be regulated by the respective 
cratic Party in its platform advocated the repeal of the States. It is for each State to say whether it shall permit 
eighteenth amendment to the Constitution and favored the the manufacture and sale of beer and to prescribe the man-

. immediate modification of the Volstead Act to legalize the ner in which it shall be dispensed. I vote today in the 
manufacture and sale of beer and other beverages of such performance of my promise to help carry out my party .:; 
alcoholic content as is permissible under the Constitution platform pledge and also in obedience to the wishes of the 
and to derive therefrom a proper and needed revenue. President. In doing so, I am not disregarding the oath I took 

I was nominated by the Democratic Party of the State of on the opening day, when I swore to support and defend the 
Delaware as its candidate for the ofiice of Rep~ta.tive 1n Constitution of the United States • • • to bear full 
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faith and allegiance to the same • • • without any with this criminal uprising very promptly by sending 15,000 
mental reservation or purpose of evasion. Never do I intend soldiers into the rebellious district, whereby the outlawry 
to violate that solemn obligation. was promptly abated. Many of the perpetrators of these 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, for the third time within a crimes were arrested and convicted for treason, while others 
period of 5 days we have been called upon by the Presi- fled from the country. History tells us that the promptness 
dent to support a measure intended to sweep away the clouds with which President Washington dealt with these outlaws 
and open up the skies that the sun may shine again. The thoroughly established the authority of Government, and 
people of our country have been waiting for several years to from that day forward our laws were respected by all 
smile again, and it is my honest and sincere belief that the citizens. . 
action of this body, on the two previous measures suggested I might pause here to compare the acts of President Wash
by our President, has contributed more in that direction ington concerning liquor outlaws to that of another national 
than anything that has happened in the past few years. administration which came into power soon after the eight-

We are face to face with another measure intended, pri- eenth amendment was adopted and the Volstead law enacted. 
marily, to remove an evil that has been hovering over this I refer to President Harding's administration, which per
country for over 13 years, namely, the prohibition measure. formed the unheard-of and unprecedented act of placing the · 
The principal part of this measure is now in the process of enforcement of a general law in the hands of the Secretary 
removal as machinery is being set up in various States to of the Treasury, while it should have been the duty of the 
ratify a repeal measure passed in the last hours of the law department of this Government to enforce. I feel I am 
Seventy-second Congress. stating the truth when I say the administration of the Val-

The Democratic platform not only advocated the repeal stead law by the Secretary of the Treasury during President 
of the eighteenth amendment, but also a modification of the Harding's administration is largely responsible for all the 
Volstead Act which would permit the manufacture of non- outlawry in this Nation for the past 12 years. The Secre
intoxicating liquor, and the bill that is before us today comes tary of the Treasury was opposed to the eighteenth amend
under that classification . . During my campaign I promised ment and the Volstead law and practically said to the 
the voters of my district that I would not only support such bootlegger, the speak-easy, and the illicit distiller of intoxi
a measure, but that I would use all of the power at my com-~ eating liquor: "The United States of Ameri-ca is open unt.o 
mand to bring it to a vote at the earliest possible moment. you, depredate to the fullest extent." The wonder is there 
This is indeed a happy day for me, to know that in the 5 has been a semblance of enforcement of the Volstead law, 
days of the Seventy-third Congress we are privileged to vote for the violators of same were encouraged by the officers 
on that measure. From the point of view of revenue I look whose duty it was to uphold the law. 
upon it as one of the economic measures which will help I am unwilling to admit the criminal element of this coun
to balance the Budget. Aside from the millions of dollars try is more powerful than the United States Government, 
of revenue which I feel sure it will provide, it is my belief but I do believe, with officers in power who recognize the 
that its principal contribution to the best interests of the solemnity of their oath of office wherein they swear to respect 
Nation is the mental attitude of the people when they know and obey the Constitution and laws of our country and en
that in part, at least, their freedom has been returned to force same; all laws, including the Volstead Act, would be 
them. I feel sure-as some of my constituents that op- properly enforced. I have faith in the people of this Nation 
posed this measure fear-that it will pass, beyond the ques- to believe they will soon demand of their officers in pewer 
tion of a doubt; and I do not criticize their stand on this that the Constitution and all laws must be respected. No 
measure if it is an honest conviction in their mind that they individual or organization has the right under the Constitu
should oppose it, but, in a like manner, I feel so sincere and tion of our Nation to select the laws they will obey or the 
so honest in the belief that this measure should pass that laws they will disregard. That would destroy the Govern
! want to add my few remarks in an endeavor to see that ment and cause anarchy to reign. Therefore, the only means 
it is passed. through which our Government can properly function and 

During my campaign, when I spoke for the repeal and render proper protection to life and property is the sincere, 
the modification, I stated to my constituents that it was my active, militant enforcement of all our laws; and, as I have 
belief that one of the first things to bring happiness and said, I have faith that the people of this Nation are going 
revenue to the country would be such a measure as we are to demand this. In this connection I will state if the wet 
now discussing, and, in that . connection, I might add an organizations, the wet newspapers, and wet magazines will 
expression that I used at that time, and that is, "Tax the actively and sincerely aid in the enforcement of the Val
thirsty and thereby help to feed the hungry." I thank you. stead law for 1 year, then if it is not enforced as well as 

Mr. STRONG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in entering upon any law upon the statute books, I will advocate the repeal 
the duties of Congressman, I stood in this Hall and took of same and guarantee all prohibitionists of the Nation will 
the solemn oath to uphold the Constitution and laws of the stand by this agreement. 
United States. I firmly believe it would be a violation of It is claimed the passage of this bill wm cause the employ
that oath, placing me on the roll as a perjurer, if I voted ment of several thousand laborers and produce revenue to 
for the passage of this bill, for there is not the least doubt in aid in balancing the Budget. This claim is clearly visionary; 
my mind that the quantity of alcohol permitted in beer by and if this bill becomes a law, it will be a sad disappointment 
this bill will cause such beer to be intoxicating, and there- to the people concerning employment of labor and produc
fore is a violation of the Constitution and laws of this tion of revenue. The administration will be woefully em
Nation. This alone is sufficient reason for the defeat of barrassed, for the facts can be established that the passage 
this measure, but an investigation of the record and history of this bill will greatly add to the number of unemployed and 
of the liquor traffic in this country will establish many other the revenue derived therefrom will be so insignificant that 
reasons why this bill should be defeated, for the liquor traffic it will have little effect upon balancing the Budget. 
has been a menace to civilization and a violator of the Con- Since the adoption of the eighteenth amendment the 
stitution and all laws of our Nation since the founding of dairy business and the manufacture of milk products have 
this Government. increased several hundred percent. The same can be said 

Soon after our Government was established there occurred concerning the soft-drink business, the grocery business, and 
what is known in history as the "Whisky Rebellion." His- the drygoods business, besides many other institutions of 
tory also states this is the first instance in which the author- industry which employ many thousands of people-more 
ity of our Government was questioned. The cause of this than have ever been employed in the manufacture of beer. 
uprising was the leVYing of a tax upon the distilling of in- The passage of this bill then, I say, will cause more people 
toxicating liquor. The distillers refused to pay this tax; and to become unemployed than it will furnish employment. 
when Government officials undertook to collect same, some These facts can be readily substantiated by the records in 
of these officials were murdered, while others were assaulted . the Government departments in Washington. To illustrate, 
in a very unlawful manner. President Washington dealt these records show during the year 1914, before the manu-
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facture of beer had been restricted. there were 86 men em
ployed to each $1,000,000 invested in the brewery business, 
while in the manufacture of food and kindred products 228 
men were employed to $1,000,000 invested. Under the same 
investment 531 men were employed in the manufacture of 
textiles and their products; 247 men employed for iron, steel 
and their products; 483 men employed by lumber and its 
manufactures; 413 were employed for leather and its fin
ished products; while for all other industries the ;:~.verage was 
308 men employed for each $1,000,000 invested. It can 
further be shown from the records mentioned that the 
brewery business consumed only about 2 percent of the 
grain crop produced in the United States annually. There
fore, I maintain that the destruction which would be caused 
to other industries by the enactment of this bill would elim
inate the collection of much more revenue than the bill will 
produce. 

As further substantiation of the facts, I quote from a par
agraph in a statement issued by the master of the National 
Grange in which he says the grain required to produce the 
increased quantities of these dairy products amounts to 
10,067,196,000 pounds. This is approximately three times as 
much grain as was used all told in the manufacture of fer
mented liquors in 1917. In addition to these figures given, 
25,461,084,000 pounds of roughage were required to produce 
the increased dairy products eonsumed in 1929. In explana
tion of these figures it should be stated that 34 pounds of 
grain and 86 pounds of roughage are required to produce 100 
pounds of milk. There has been a pronounced increase in 
recent years in the use of eggs and dairy products, in the 
manufacture of bread. cakes, pastries, and candy. If, be
cause of the resumption of brewing beer, the per capita con
sumption of dairy and poultry products should drop to the 
level as in the days prior to the eighteenth amendment, 
agriculture would sustain a tremendous loss, and one which 
it could ill afford to bear. The grand master of the Grange 
further states that comparing the saloonless year of 1929 
with the pre-Volstead year of 1917, the per capita consump
tion of dairy products alone increased 242.7 pounds. 

Many pages of such truths herein set forth can be fur
nished, but time and space forbid at this time. The facts 
mentioned clearly show to any unprejudiced mind that 
this bill, if enacted into law, will increase the unemployed, 
while the amount of revenue produced will be trifling. 

In connection herewith I will add, the warfare against the 
liquor traffic was won by the greatest weapon known to man
kind-truth-and by this same weapon the eighteenth 
amendment and Volstead law will be retained. Of course, 
the enemies of the Constitution and laws of the Nation will 
win an occasional battle, but in the end the Constitution 
and laws will reign supreme in this great country of ours. 

There are three institutiom which must prevail and 
prosper if a government is to continue of the people, by the 
people, and for the people. These institutions are the home, 
the school, and the church, and I have never known the 
most enthusiastic advocate of the liquor traffic who would 
deny that that traffic does not stand in opposition to these 
three great institutions. We must bring people comfort, 
and prosperity to the home. If this bill becomes law, it will 
instead bring ruin, disaster, and starvation. We must instill 
in the youth of this Nation ability and patriotism. This bill 
will lead thousands to ruin, degradation, and shame. I am a 
fL.~ believer in the doctrine of the separation of church and 
state, but earnestly desire more religion in politics. The 
church of the living God should not be hindered by the 
passage of laws by the Congress of the United States. The 
provisions of this bill will greatly interfere with the onward 
march of the church. Before the adoption of the eight
eenth amendment there could be seen at the resorts in our 
coast cities and towns and many other places throughout 
the Nation thousands of young men and young women 
drinking beer and many becoming beastly intoxicated on the 
holy Sabbath day. This will again occur if this bill is 
enacted. 

We will also sit in our homes, if this bill becomes a law, 
and hear over the radio all kinds of beer advertising pro-

mulgated by Pabst, Schlitz, Anheuser, Budweiser, and so 
forth, telling just how much you should drink each day; 
the hour to begin in the morning with these health-restor
ing (?) beverages; just how much to take before each meal; 
and the number of glasses before retiring. And instead of 
saying" not a cough in a carload", they will say" no heart 
disease from alcoholic contents.,., Since the adoption of 
the eighteenth amendment the malicious propaganda which 
has been imposed upon the people of the Nation in order to 
destroy our Constitution and laws will be tame as compared 
with the advertising with which the homes of this Nation 
will be affiicted should this bill be enacted. 

No one will deny that a citizen or organization of citi
zens has the right to demand the repeal or the amendment 
of any law; but when laws are enacted, they should be 
respected and obeyed by all citizens. Therefore as long as 
the Volstead law remains upon the statutes of this Nation, 
each citizen who believes in the protection of the home, 
life, and property should use all efforts possible for the 
enforcement of same. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I cheerfully 
cast my vote for this bill to modify the Volstead Act and 
legalize the manufacture of 3.2 _percent beer and other 
beverages and the sale thereof, under supervision and con
trol of the several States, and prohibiting the transportation 
of such fermented liquors into a dry State. 

The enactment of this bill into law will constitute the 
faithful and honorable fulfillment of the pledges of the 
platform of the Democratic Party adopted at Chicago: 

We advocate the repeal of the eighteenth amendment. 
Pending repeal, we favor immediate modification of the Vol

stead Act to legalize the manufacture and sale of beer and other 
beverages of such alcoholic content as is perm.issible under the 
Constitution and to provide therefrom a proper and needed 
revenue. 

We urge the enactment of such measures by the several States 
as will actually promote temperance, effectively prevent the return 
of the saloon and bring the liquor traffic into the open under 
complete supervision and control by the States. 

We demand that the Federal Government effectively exercise 
its power to enable the States to protect themselves against im
portation of intoxicating liquors in violation of their laws. 

To the argument that the passage of this bill will mean 
the return of the saloon, I answer that it will not unless 
the people of your State desire it to have that effect. If 
they do not want the saloon, they can exclude it; and if 
they wish to wholly prohibit the sale of beer, they can do 
that, also. It will- be the province of the people of your . 
State to decide for themselves what kind of regulatory 
liquor laws they desire. 

Repeal of the eighteenth amendment and modification of 
the Volstead Act to regulate the manufacture and sale of 
beer were one of the important issues in the campaign, which 
resulted in my election to this body by an overwhelming 
majority over a veteran Republican Member, who had served 
here with distinction for the past 20 years, and always voted 
in favor of prohibition, and I told the people of the third 
Washington district that, if elected, I would cast the kind of 
vote that I am about to do on this roll call. 

Ladies and gentlemen of the House, my State, Washington, 
was the first State in the Union to pass a bone-dry law, and 
on November 8 last the electors of Washington by a vote o! 
341,450 to 208,211 repealed that bone-dry law and all other 
prohibition enforcement laws in our State, and in the nine 
counties in my district the vote was 44,408 to 31,083 for re
peal, clearly indicating the great change in public sentiment 
in my State and district on this momentous moral and 
economic issue. 

My friends, my experiences as a practicing lawyer and 
public official have convinced me that the eighteenth amend
ment and the Volstead Act have utterly failed, cannot be 
enforced, are a source of enormous expense to the taxpayers 
and a loss of revenue to the Government, have caused unem
ployment, decreased the domestic market for the products of 
the farm, the forest, and the mine, are responsible for more 
drinking among young people and adults, and have brought 
about a reign of lawlessness. crime, and corruption in this 
country. 
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Mr. Speaker and Members of tbe House. I shall, therefore, 

vote " aye " in response to the mandate of the good people of 
southwestern Washington, who have elected me to this high 
office. and because I am by that token also expressing my own 
personal convictions in regard to the subject matter of 
this bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, it is not my purpose to 
quarrel with anyone who differs from me on the great moral 
issues involved in this bill to legalize the manufacture and 
sale of beer. I cannot vote for it. If the Constitution 
means anything, then the bill is unconstitutional. If this 
beer is not intoxicating, nobody wants it. If it is intoxi
cating, then its manufacture or sale would be in violation 
of the eighteenth amendment. 

Men talk about " settling " this question. This issue will 
probably never be settled. It has been a subject of con
troversy since the feast of Belshazzar, and it will be one 
long after you and I have passed a way. 

If this bill becomes a law and then three fourths of the 
States ratify the resolution to repeal the eighteenth amend
ment, we will have the return of the saloon, with all its 
attendant evils, magnified and multiplied by the rapid 
changes in our transportation system, which would virtu
ally place at the mercy of the liquor traffic the people of 
every community in the United States. Those evils would 
also be intensified by the great influx of irresponsible aliens 
with which our country has been flooded for the last 15 
years, as well as by the evil tendencies of the times. 

Men tell you that the people have changed and that the 
last election indicated that they wanted a return to the old 
system that was discarded more than 10 years ago, when 
America entered upon a new experiment 1n the advancing 
civilization of mankind. When she turned, as it were, from 
the dead past to the living future, caught the step, and 
took the lead in the onward march of modern progress. 

Because the people at the polls last year repudiated an 
old and worn-out political regime which had permitted our 
country to be dominated to her own detriment by the 
greedy and irresponsible· moneychangers of the earth, men 
misunderstood the verdict of that election and read in it 
a demand for beer, instead of a plea for bread. They seem 
to see in it a mandate for the legalization of the liquor 
traffic, instead of a mandate for a "new deal" in the con
duct of our economic, polltical, and financial affairs. 

I realize that I am hopelessly in the minority in this 
House when it comes to voting on this all-important subject, 
but my attitude represents the wishes and convictions of 
approximately 10,000,000 dry Democratic voters who sup
ported the ticket, not because of the wet plank, but in spite 
of it. I am not willing to see them driven from the party 
which their fathers founded and which they have main
tained and supported during all the years of its struggle for 
existence. 

The wets have been clamoring for State rights, as if the 
liquor traffic ever respected State rights, or any other rights. 
It has come down the ages hand in hand with every vice 
and in collusion with every crime. It has paused at no 
Rubicon, it has halted at no Delaware. It has invaded every 
territory; it has covered every land, undennined the man
hood, and wrecked the homes of people of every clime. 

The passage of this bill and the ratification by the States 
of the resolution to repeal the eighteenth amendment would 
not mean the return of State control of liquor, as some mis
guided individuals seem to think. It would mean liquor 
cQntrol of the States. The bootlegger of today would be 
the bartender of tomorrow. The racketeer of today, who 
now does his mischief under cover, would become the " ward 
boss" or the" city boss", or possibly the "State boss", and 
maybe the " national boss ", under the new regime of beer 
and booze. Their "shanghai" methods of punishing com
petitors in their present world of crime might then be used 
to destroy God-fearing, law-abiding Christian men and 
women who refuse to bow to their impious wills. 

It would mean the wiping out of the moral progress of a 
hundred years, and would greatly intensify the suffering and 

distress through which our people are now passing, without 
giving any of the relief its proponents claim. 

As Members of the House know, I do not pose as a reli
gious leader. I am a member of the church and believe in 
it, and so far as I know, I am in good standing. I am just 
one of the millions in the rank and file in what I conceive 
to be a constant battle for the moral betterment of mankind. 
I am not a preacher or the son of a preacher, but I remember 
we are told in Holy Writ that when the Savior cried out 
from the cross in all . the agony of his distressed soul and 
tortured body, his enemies administered bitter applications 
of vinegar to his lips. 

In this hour of distress, when our people are suffering as 
they have never suffered before; when bread lines are 
stretching down the streets of our cities; when farmers are 
losing the meager savings of a lifetime, seeing their homes 
swept away for debts or confiscated for taxes; when men and 
women and children of the best families of America are 
forced to beg their bread from door to door; when a crimson 
wave of suicide is sweeping over the land; when mothers are 
killing their children to keep from seeing them starve and 
then are committing suicide across their dead bodies-when 
·an these suffering elements of humanity are appealing to me 
as a Congressman to assist them in obtaining relief fl·om 
these horrible conditions, I refuse to join the mob and help 
to crucify the moral forces of my country upon a keg of beer 
or commend this poison chalice to the lips of their children. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, I wish to state that I am heartily in favor of Con
gress passing this legislation that is contained in this bill 
<H.R. 3341) , which legalizes the manufacture and sale of 
beer with the alcoholic content of 3.2 by weight. I am no 
expert upon the alcoholic content of this beer-as to whether 
it is intoxicating or nonintoxicating. I have talked to many 
doctors in my district who are very pronounced in their 
statements that beer up to 4 perc-ent is not intoxicating, 
particularly to those who work in the mines, the mills, and 
the factories. 

Dr. Warren Coleman, of New York City, who represented 
the New York Academy of Medicine-and I consider him an 
authority upon this subject-stated and proved to my satis
faction that beer is more a food and a benefit to the human 
system than a detriment. Dr. Coleman stated: 

It 1s a :food value. It is valuable in health; it 1s even more 
valuable in disease. 

He also stated that there is much less danger in using a 
bottle of beer or a bottle of ale at bedtime than there is in 
taking one of the many acid preparations. 

There is no question about the benefit that beer is to men 
who work in laborious positions, such as stokers in ocean 
liners, miners in deep mines, or people who work in high 
temperatures. They sweat very heavily. The sweat is 
heavily charged with salts of various kinds. This matter 
has been investigated scientifically in England. When these 
men who work in these high temperatures drink water, they 
are poisoned by it. They develop cramps. Beer, contain
ing salts, prevents development of these cramps in men 
under those conditions. 

There is another phase of this question that appeals to 
me very strongly at this time. The many, many industries 
that will be benefited by the opening of the breweries and 
the placing of many of our now idle men back to work. 
This is true particularly of the district that I represent, 
because of the. many miners and mill hands and those 
employed in other industries who would be affected by the 
passage of this bill. I am perfectly satisfied that there are 
many, many barrels of illegal beer going through Pennsyl
vania at the present time from which the country is getting 
no revenue whatsoever. This bill will immediately correct 
this evil and give our country the much-needed revenue that 
is now going to bootleggers and would bring us out of the 
chaos. 

The evidence points very strongly to the supposition that 
we shall be able to raise between one hundred and fifty and 
two hundred million dollars annually from this revenue. 
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It is surely a step in the right direction from every -view
point-first, eliminating a very disast-rous evil that we are 
so familiar with; second, raising a much-needed revenue 
which is so necessary at this time; and most important of all 
is that men will be put back to work and the wheels of in
dustry will start to revolve. 

I can recall quite vividly the time previous to the enact
ment of the eighteenth amendment and the Volstead Act, 
particulru·ly in reference to Pennsylvania. The people at 
that time were contented and happy. The breweries were 
operating in the manmacturing of good beer at 5 cents a 
large glass. The men working in the mines, in the mills, in 
the factories, on the railroads, the mechanics, and in many 
other forms of employment enjoyed this beverage because 
of years of being accustomed to it. In my opinion, although 
I have no personal knowledge of its taste, it was an unwise· 
piece of legislation that excluded these workmen from this 
form of enjoyment, and at the same time forced a different 
method of living upon them which they have never been 
able to adjust themselves to satisfactorily. There is no doubt 
in my mind that if Congress will legalize beer so that the 
people may again feel free, independent, and unafraid of 
racketeers and overo1ficious and obnoxious prohibition 
agents, contentment and happiness will again reign in these 
United States. 

Mr. DINGELL. · Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentlemen of 
the House, I arise at this time to put on record, as a spokes
man for my constituency, the fact that we of the Fifteenth 
Congressional District of Michigan desire the earliest pos
sible enactment of the beer bill. I know it is the prevailing 
sentiment of the people of my district that the bill :Should 
provide for a beer that is whoJ.esome and palatable with an 
alcoholic content of not less than 3.2 percent by weight. 
We, who live in close proximity to Canada, ·have had an op
portunity to observe the unpopularity of beer with a lesser 
alcoholic content than 3.2 percent. The Canadian experi
ment has shown conclusively the total worthlessness of a 
malt beverage that does not contain the proper amount of 
alcohol. 

My personal opinion is that inasmuch as beer is a work
ingman's drink that the question of a beer tax is of vital 
importance. I feel certain that the House will not permit 
the leyy of an excessive tax as a result of which beer would 
be available only to the ricH. and .excluded from the table of 
the poor man. I am opposed to a tax of $5 per barrel be
cause I feel that it is excessive. Certain taxes applicable to 
the beer traffic might belong, at least in part, to the States 
and an excessive Federal tax would deprive the States of a 
source of revenue which is so sorely needed by the States and 
which we demand in part for the State of Michigan at the 
present time. · 

We have heard a great deal of discussion as to whether 
or not the saloon would be brought back into being should 
we adopt this bill. I want to anwser this question by saying 
that I would rather see the open, well-regulated saloon with 
the lights turned. on, licensed and supervised by the author
ities, than I would see the present condition prevail. It 
is no concern of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] 
whether or oot Michigan wants to have the saloon or whether 
or not 3.2 percent beer is intoxicating. That is a question 
for Michigan and the people of Michigan to determine, and 
as Democrats, believing in State rights, we should grant 
that right to Michigan, just as Michigan is willing to permit 
the State of Texas to remain dry if the people of Texas so 
ordain. The State of Kansas can continue to drink Peruna 
if the people of that State wish; and if the State of Ohio 
should perchance choose the Ontario liquor system, that 
should be Ohio's privilege; Indiana might, on the other hand, 
undertake a plan of local option, and that likewise should be 
conceded; while the State of Arkansas may continue the 
experiment of remaining constitutionally dry, though I know 
the temper and the good judgment of their people to recog-
nize that experimenting is: a thing of the past. · 

The Federal Government should aid the sovereign States 
that choose to remain dJ.·y to the extent of restricting liquor 

shipments and by cooperating- to the greatest possible extent 
in the protection of the expressed sentiments of the people 
residing therein. I might say also that dry States which 
manufacture liquor should be prevented from dumping their 
surplus production on wet States. It may be possible, Mr. 
Speaker, as time goes on to provide proper legislation to pro~ 
teet defenseless Missouri from the encroachment of the 
liquor exporters from the dry State of Kansas who dispose 
of their exportable surplus, causing hardship among the 
producing farmers of Mr. LEE's district. 

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that when- this vote on the beer 
question is finally taken, the Anti-Saloon League will be 
definitely repudiated, and the yoke which this body has for 
so many years carried about its neck will be cast off forever. 

It must be said in everlasting tribute to the Members of 
former sessions of the House that their courage in the face 
of tremendous odds was the only thing that saved the situa
tion as we of the Seventy-third Congress know it today. 
I remember distinctly when the number of votes cast for beer 
was less than the opposition cast against it today. This 
test of strength occurred repeatedly in the past sessions, and 
yet, in spite of it, they fought courageously for that which 
we have gained at this time. 

I want to say in passing that I never entertained the idea 
that prohibition was an issue that wa~ fostered by and sus
tained through fanaticism alone. As a matter of fact, I am 
the first to concede that the bulk of the advocates of prohi
bition are a devoted, loyal, and sincere part of our American 
people. It is true that the question has been agitated by a 
limited number of profess.ional drys who were fanatical in 
their · zeal to keep the issue alive at all times. This element 
has been repudiated by the sincere temperance element 
within the ranks of the prohibition forces. It has taken 
considerable time to convince the opposition of the utter 
futility of prohibition, but once they were convinced, prohibi
tion was doomed. 

SESSIONS OF COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
. . 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a resolution which 
I have sent to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 47 

Resol-oed, That the Committee on Appropriations and subcom
mittees thereof be authorized to stt during the sessions and recesses 
of the Seventy-third Congress. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
RECESS 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the House stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman explain what is going 
to take place? 

Mr. BYRNS. There is a banking bill that has just passed 
the Senate and is on its way here, and I am told it will be 
here probably within half an hour. It is relative to State 
banks, and one that is considered very important to State 
banks about to open. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. BYRNs]? 

There was no objection. 
Accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 32 minutes p.m.) the House 

stood in recess subject to the call of the Speaker. 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, at 6 p.m. the House was call~d 
to order by the Speaker. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATJ: 

A further mesage from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its 
principal clerk, announced that the Senate had passed a 
joint resolution of the followiw title, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S.J.Res. 14. Joint resolution authorizing the President of 
the United states to expend $5,000,000 to relieve distre~ in 
those counties of California which have suffered from the 
catastrophe of earthquake in the year 1933. 
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A joint resolution of the Senate of the following title wa.s 
taken from the Speakers table and, under the rule, referred 
as follows: 

S.J .Res. 14. Joint resolution authorizing the President of 
the United States to expend $5,000,000 to relieve distress in 
those counties of California which have suffered from the 
catastrophe of earthquake in the year 1933; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 
2 minutes p.m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 15, 1933, at 12 o'clock noon. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 
Mr. POU: Committee on Rules. A resolution (H.Res. 43) 

amending rule X of the House of Representatives; without 
amendment (Rept. No.2). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CULLEN: Committee on Ways and Means. A bill 
(H.R. 3341) to provide revenue by the taxation of certain 
nonintoxicating liquor, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 3). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. CULLEN: A bill (H.R. 3341) to provide revenue 

by the taxation of certain nonintoxicating liquor, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PALMISANO: A bill (H.R. 3342) to provide reve
nue for the District of Columbia by the taxation of beverages, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. DISNEY: A bill (H.R. 3343) providing for loans 
or advances by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation for 
the purpose of securing the postponement of the foreclosure 
of certain mortgages for a period of 2 years, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3344) to amend section 14, subdivision 3, 
of the Federal Farm Loan Act; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. DOXEY: A bill (H.R. 3345) to authorize the De
partment of Agriculture to issue a duplicate check in favor 
of the Mississippi State treasurer, the original check having 
been lost; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H.R. 3346) to authorize appro
priations for construction of buildings, utilities, and appur
tenances thereto at Bolling Field, D.C.; to the Committee 
on Military Mairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3347) to authorize appropriations for 
the construction of buildings, utilities, and appurtenances 
thereto at Langley Field, Va.; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SWEENEY: A bill (H.R. 3348) to amend the act 
entitled "An act to amend the act of March 3, 1913, entitled 
'An act to regulate the omcering and manning of vessels 
subject to the inspection laws of the United states,'" ap
proved May 11, 1918; to the Committee on Merchant Marine, 
Radio, and Fisheries. 

By Mr. CARPENTER of Nebraska: A bill (H.R. 3349) to 
establish a bimetallic system of currency, employing gold and 
silver, to 1lx the relative value of gold and silver, authoriz
ing the Secretary of the Treasury to maintain the gol{! and 
silver reserve, to redeem Government obligations in both 
gold and silver at the option of the Secretary of the Treas
ury, providing that gold and silver shall be legal tendex for 
payment of public and private debts, to provide for the free 
coinage of silver as well as gold, and for other purpooes; to 
the Committee on Coinage, Weights. and Measures. 

By Mr. BROWN of Kentucky: A bill (H.R. 3350) to es
tablish a bimetallic system of currency employing gold and 
silver, to fix the relative value of gold and silver, authoriz
ing the Secretary of the Treasury to maintain the gold and 
silver reserve, to redeem Government obligations in both 
gold and silver at the option of the Secretary of the Treas
ury, providing that gold and silver shall be legal tender for 
payment of public and private debts, to provide for the 
free coinage of silver as well as gold, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H.R. 3351> re
lating to educational requirements of applicants for citizen
ships; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. SWEENEY: A bill (H.R. 3352) to amend the act 
approved June 25, 1910, entitled "An act to establish postal
savings depositories for depositing savings at interest with 
the security of the Government for repayment thereof, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. WALLGREN: A bill (H.R. 3353) to provide a pre
liminary examination of Stilaguamish River and its tribu
taries in the State of Washington, with a view to the control 
of its floods; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3354) to provide a preliminary examina
tion of Snohomish River and its tributaries in the State of 
Washington, with a view to the control of its floods; to the 
Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. BANKHEAD: A bill (H.R. 3355) to authorize the 
purchase by the Government of silver, to provide for the 
issuance of silver certificates in payment therefor ,and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and 
Measures. 

By Mr. DISNEY: A bill (H.R. 3356) authorizing the Sec
retary of the Interior to purchase certain lands in Ottawa 
County, Okla.; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SINCLAIR: A bill (H.R. 3357) to amend section 
99 of the Judicial Code <U.S.C., title 28, sec. 180), as 
amended; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOCKWEil..AER: A bill (H.R. 3358) to extend the 
mining laws of the United States to the Death Valley Na
tional Monument in California, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. HASTINGS: A bill (H.R. 3359) to provide for the 
furnishing of bonds by National and State banks and trust 
companies, which are members of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem, for the protection of the depositors; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3360) granting consent to the several 
States to tax property employed and business done in inter
state commerce; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3361) to provide for the construction 
of a military road at the United States cemetery at Fort 
Gibson, Okla.; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WALLGREN: A bill (H.R. 3362) to provide a pre
liminary examination of the Nooksack River and its tribu
utaries in the State of Washington with a view to the control 
of its floods; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

Also, a bill <.H.R. 3363) to provide a preliminary examina
tion of Skagit River and its tributaries in the State of 
Washing~ with a view to the control of its floods; to the 
Committee on Flood Control 

By Mr. McFARLANE: A bill (H.R. 3364) to reduce sal
aries, pay, and wages received from the United States during 
the calendar year 1933; to the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3365) to repeal section 1001 (a) of the 
Revenue Act of 1932, which increased the rate of postage on 
certain mail matter of the first class; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McLEOD: A bill (H.R. 3366) to prevent loss of 
their Government insurance policies by veterans who have 
been unable to make their monthly premiwn payments be
cause of the bank holiday; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans' Legislati{)n. 
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By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: A bill <H.R. 3367) to au

thorize the acceptance by the Treasury of silver bullion and 
the issuance therefor of silver certificates for the purpose of 
expanding the currency and elevating the price level, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, 
and Measures. 

By Mr. SMITH of West Vrrginia: A bill (H.R. 3368) to 
amend section 113 of the Judicial Code, as amended <U.S.C., 
title 28, sec. 194) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: A bill (H.R. 3369) to amend 
the National Banking Act and the Federal Reserve Act, and 
to provide a guaranty fund for depositors in banks; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia: A bill (H.R. 3370) to confer 
jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to hear and determine 
the claim of Mount Vernon, Alexandria & Washington 
Railway Co., a corporation; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3371) to revive and reenact the act 
entitled "An act authorizing the Great Falls Bridge Co. 1;o 
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Potomac 
River at or near Great Falls," approved April 21, 1928; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WALLGREN: A bill (H.R. 3372) for the refund
ing of certain countervailing customs duties collected upon 
logs imported from British Columbia; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DIES: A bill (H.R. 3373) to authorize the Sec
retary of CO"mmerce to offer for sale to foreign buyers the 
1933 crop of wheat and cotton and to accept as payment 
therefor silver coin or bullion at the value of 75 cents an 
ounce, and to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to pur
chase the 1933 cotton and wheat CI'Ops from American pro
ducers at three times the world market price and to pay for 
same with silver certificates redeemable in silver bullion; 
to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. SNELL: Resolution <H.Res. 48) amending rule 
XXXIII, paragraph 1, of the House of Representatives; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. POU: Resolution (H.Res. 49) amending clause 44 
of rules X and XI of the House of Representatives; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DICKSTEIN: Resolution <H.Res. 50) to provide 
for a select committee to investigate practices used in de
portation of aliens, and to study extent of alien smuggling 
from CUba; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BURKE of California: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 
80) to authorize the President to make expenditures for the 
relief of hardship, suffering, and distress occasioned by 
earthquake in the State of California; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. BOLAND: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 81> author
izing the President of the United States to issue a proclama
tion designating October 11 of each year a day to display 
the United States flag, with appropriate ceremonies; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURKE of california: Joint resolution (H.J.Res. 
82) authorizing the President of the United States to expend 
$5,000,000 to relieve distress in those counties of California 
which have suffered from the catastrophe of earthquake in 
the year 1933; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. DISNEY: Joint resolution <H.J.Res. 83) to pro
vide protection and relief to farmers by aiding them to con
serve and liquefy their mineral rights through recognized 
and established cooperative agencies engaged in the pooling 
of mineral rights underlying farm lands; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri: A bill <H.R. 337 4) grant

ing a pension to Gustav Gumpertz; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. , 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3375) granting a pension to Emma 
Springer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill CH.R. 3376) granting a pension to Sarah 
Stephenson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3377) granting a pension to Julia C. 
Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3378) granting an increase of pension 
to Anna Barfield; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3379) granting an increase of pension 
to Margaret Holden; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3380) granting an increase of pension 
to Margaret A. Kelly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3381) granting an increase of pension 
to Sarah A. Maack; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3382) granting a pension to Gertrude 
Storck; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3383) for the relief of Herman Schier
hoff; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. COLLINS of California: A bill (H.R. 3384) for the 
relief of Ralph C. Irwin; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. DE PRIEST: A bill (H.R. 3385) for the relief of 
Robert Taylor; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER: A bill <H.R. 3386) granting a pension 
to Norman Stephens; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3387) for the relief of Walter E. Sharon; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3388) granting a pension to Dorsey C. 
Blakeley; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3389) granting a pension to Cornelius 
S. Holcombe; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3390) granting a pension to Mary P. 
Paul; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3391) granting an increase of pension to 
Arthur Plank; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3392) granting a pension to George 
McMullen; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3393) granting a pension to Alice 
Mitchell; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3394) granting a pension to Lloyd 0. 
Taylor; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3395) granting a pension to William 
Dunn; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3396) granting a pension to Albert M. 
Barden; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DOWELL: A bill (H.R. 3397) granting an increase 
of pension to Nancy Shawhan; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3398) granting an increase of pension to 
Emily A. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. J399) granting an increase of pension 
to Harriett Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3400) granting an increase of pension 
to Martha A. McDole; to the Committee. on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3401) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary E. Lemmon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3402) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Ann Holland; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3403) granting an increase of pension to 
Emma L. Gossard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3404) granting a pension to Ida E. 
Downey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3405) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary E. Campbell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3406) granting an increase of pension to 
Amy Barns; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3407) granting a pension to Mary Fran
ces CUlbertson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3408) granting a pension to John H. 
Andrews; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3409) granting a pension to Jessie D. 
Wheat; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ffi.R. 3410) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary J. Walton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3411) granting a pension to Katie White; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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Also, a bill (H.R. 3412) granting a pension to Lillie 
Watson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3413) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah E. Westlake; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3414) granting an increase of pension to 
Annie B. Chedester; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3415) granting an increase of pension to 
Hannah P. Walling; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3416) granting a pension to Mary 
Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3417) granting an increase of pension to 
Lucinda C. Spencer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3418) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah J. Starbuck; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3419) granting an increase of pension to 
Anise Musselman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3420) granting an increase of pension to 
Rebecca A. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3421) for the relief of Louis A. Carr; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3422) for the relief of G. W. Bauserman; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. DOXEY: A bill (H.R. 3423) for the relief of 
Benjamin Wright, deceased; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GAMBRILL: A bill <H.R. 3424) for the relief of 
William G. Fulton; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GUYER: A bill (H.R. 3425) granting an increase 
of pension to Lydia Effie Chace; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H.R. 3426) granting an 
increase of pension to Cynthia E. Roberts; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3427) granting an increase of pension 
to Rhoda Ellis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3428) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary C. Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3429) granting an increase of pension to 
Rachel Gibson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3430) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary A. Deaton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3431) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary A. Choate; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3432) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha A. Bowman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3433) granting an increase of pension to 
Martha J. Alcorn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3434) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Perry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3435) granting an increase of pension to 
Charity Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3436) granting a pension to Ada 
Simpson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3437) granting a pension to Sarah 
Farmer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3438) granting a pension to Josephine 
Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3439) granting a pension to John C. 
Camden; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3440) grantirig a pension to Sarah L. 
Hadley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3441) granting a pension to Ruth E. 
Simpson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3442) granting a pension to Hector 0. 
Downey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3443) granting a pension to Amanda 
Sumner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3444) granting a pension to Amanda 
Jarvis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3445) granting a pension to Sarah 
Nantz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3446) granting a pension to Joshua S. 
Mullins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3447) granting a pension to Ella Abney; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3448) granting a pension to Nancy 
Triplet; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill CH.R. 3449) granting a pension to Jane Burns; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3450) granting a pension to Kate Couch; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HASTINGS: A bill (H.R. 3451) granting an in
crease of pension to Peggy Shade; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill CH.R. 3452) granting a pension to Francis M. 
Weddle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3453) granting an increase of pension 
to Eulie Beedle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3454) for the relief of Mary McCutcheon; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HOWARD: A bill (H.R. 3455) to enroll on the 
citizenship rolls certain persons of the Choctaw and Chicka
saw Nations or Tribes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: A bill (H.R. 3456) for 
the relief of Ellis Duke, also known as Elias Duke; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H.R. 3457) granting a pen
sion to Joseph R. Hills; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McCORMACK: A bill (H.R. 3458) for the relief 
of Thomas Kirwan; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. O'CONNOR: A bill <H.R. 3459) for the relief of 
the Franklin Surety Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3460) for the relief of the International 
Manufacturers' Sales Co. of America, Inc.; to the Com
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. PARKER of Georgia: A bill (H.R. 3461) grant
ing a pension to William F. Clohessy; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PARSONS: A bill (H.R. 3462) granting a pension 
to Kelly Rister; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. RICH: A bill CH.R. 3463) for the relief of Walter 
E. Switzer; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill CH.R. 3464) for the relief of Muncy Valley 
Private Hospital; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill CH.R. 3465) granting an increase of pension 
to Eva E. Mussina; to the Committee on Invali-d Pensions. 

Also, a bill CH.R. 3466) granting a pension to Hazel 
Stover; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3467) granting an increase of pension to 
Marietta Love; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3468) granting a pension to Frank M. 
Peasley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3469) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth Hayes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3470) · granting a pension to Mary E. 
Lamison; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3471) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin V. Stanton; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3472) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary A. Minihan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3473) granting an increase of pension to 
Elizabeth L. Crist; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3474) granting a pension to Anna L. 
Harman; to. the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3475) granting an increase of pension to 
Kate L. Rodimer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3476) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary E. Grange; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3477) granting an increase of pension to 
SUsan A. Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3478) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary Jane Sherwood; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill CH.R. 3479) granting a pension to Lulu Maude 
Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3480) granting an increase of pension 
to Ellen E. Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3481) granting an increase of pension 
to Elizabeth s. Simpson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 
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By Mr. ROBERTSON: A bill CH.R. 3482) for the relief 

of Samuel Irick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. SADOWSKI: A bill <H.R. 3483) for the relief 

of Anthony Nowakowski; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. SMITH of West Vrrginia: A bill <H.R. 3484) 

granting an increase of pension to Margaret Gallacher 
Simpson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3485) granting a pension to John Wesley 
Smailes; to the Cominittee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3486) granting a pension to Sarah M. 
Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3437) for the relief of Richard H. Bow-
man; to the Committee on Military Affairs. . 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3488) granting a· pension to William B. 
Mullins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3489) granting an increase of pension 
to Nancy Rollyson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3490) granting a pension to Alice B. 
Cook; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3491) for the relief of Louis C. Runyon; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3492) for the relief of Harry C. Ander
son; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SOMERS gf New York: A bill (H.R. 3~3) grant
ing an increase of pension to Georgiana Furey; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3494) to correct the naval record of 
Francis T. Cavanagh; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 34.95) to change the military record of 
Harry Lewis; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3496) for the relief of Frank J. Kenny; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3497) for the relief of James Dillon; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. · 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3498) for the relief of Peter Burns; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3499) for the relief of the Union Ship
ping & Trading Co., Ltd.; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3500) to correct the military record of 
EverettS. Pillion; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3501) for the relief of Edward Brooks; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3502) for the relief of the estate of 
William Bardel; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3503) granting a pension to James 
Dillon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3504) for the relief of Jose 0. Enslew; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H.R. 3505) for the relief of William Rogers; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMASON of Texas: A bill lH.R. 3506) for the 
relief of Arthur DeWitt Locke; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

By Mr. THURSTON: A bill (H.R. 3507) for the relief of 
W. G. Wood; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H.R. 3508) for the relief of William N. Fish
bum; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WELCH: A bill <H.R. 3509) for the relief of 
Catherine Wright; to the Committee on Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
53. By Mr. AYERS of Montana: Memorial of the Legis

lature of the State of Montana, memorializing Congress to 
enact legislation reducing the rate of interest required to be 
paid on loans made by the Reconstruction Finance Corpora
tion in aid of industries; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

54. By Mr. CUMMINGS: Petition of the Board of Alder
men of Denver, Colo., urging that a law be passed providing 
for the free and unlimited coinage of silver on a correct ratio 
with gold; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and 
~easures. . 
· 55. Also, petition in the nature of a senate joil+t ~ memo
rial of the Colorado Legislature; ilrging enactment of the 

Frazier bilL providing for existing farm indebtedness; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

56~ Also., petition signed by Louise B. Booth and other 
members of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union of 
Sterling, Colo., urging the enactment of a law which will 
establish a Federal motion-pictme commission; to the Com
mittee on Education. 

57. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Senate Concurrent Reso
lution No. 24 of the Senate of Texas, favoring a greater use 
of granite in Federal construction; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

58. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of the National Associa
tion of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners, New York City, 
urging support of the Johnson bill; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

59. Also, petition of S. Winterboume & Co., varnish manu
facturers, New York City, favoring passage of House bill 
235; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments. 

60. Also, petition of Valentine & Co., varnish manufac
turers, New York City, favoring House bill 235; to the Com
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

61. By Mr. LLOYD: Memorial of the White Center Local 
Unemployed Citizens' League of the State of Washington, 
calling attention to the deprivations faced by members of 
that league and indorsing the program set forth by Presi
dent Roosevelt in his inaugural address; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

62. By Mr. MORAN: Petition of citizens of Somerset 
County, Me., favoring legislation providing for the revalua
tion of the gold ounce; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

63. By Mr. O'MALLEY: Memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Wisconsin, relating to agricultural relief and 
urging Congress to promptly enact the definite pledges for 
agricultural relief as set forth in the Democratic national 
platform; to the Committee on Agricultw·e. 

64. Also, memorial of the Legislature of Wisconsin, seeking 
protection for American producers of wood pulp against un
fair competition of foreign producers brought about largelY 
by the depreciation of foreign currencies; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

65. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Wis
consin, advocating a reduction of officers' retirement pay so 
that no such payment shall be allowed officers receiving an 
income of $4,800 or in excess thereof, the saving resulting 
from such reduction to be disbursed among unemployed and 
needy veterans; to th~ Committee on Military Affairs. 

66. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of Valentine & Co., New York 
City, favoring the discontinuance of the manufacture of 
paints and varnishes in Government navy yards; to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

67. By Mr. THOMASON of Texas: Petition of Texas Sen
ate, urging greater use of granite in Federal construction; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

68. Also, petition of the Senate of Texas, asking that 
Fort D. A. Russell at Marfa, Tex., be regarrisoned; to the 
Committee on Military Affair~ ~ 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 15, 1933 

(Legislative day of MondayJ Mar. 13, 1933> 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

BURTON K. WHEELER, Senator from the st~te of Montana, 
appeared in his seat today. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkarlsas. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 
. ·The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 
Adams 
Ashurst 
Austin 
Bachman 

Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 

Black 
Bone 
Borah 
Bratton 

Brown 
Bulkley 
Bulow 
Byrd. 
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